Revised Agenda
Committee of the Whole
October 10, 2019 – Following Council
Council Chambers, Grey County Administration Building
1. Call to Order
2. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
3. Business Arising from the Minutes
a. Notice of Motion Provided by Councillor Desai September 26, 2019
Whereas MPP Marit Stiles has introduced Private Members Bill 89, Teach
the Reach Act, 2019 in order to make roads safer for Ontario cyclists; and
Whereas the Bill would amend the Highway Traffic Act to require the
Ministry to ensure the Dutch Reach method is explained in driver education
handbooks and taught in driver education courses that are approved or
licensed by the Ministry; and
Whereas Grey County continues to promote and encourage safe cycling
along Grey County roads;
Now Therefore Be It Resolved That Grey County Council supports Bill 89,
Teach the Reach Act, 2019; and
That this resolution be forwarded to the Minister of Transportation, Member
of Provincial Parliament Marit Stiles, Grey County Members of Provincial
Parliament and all Grey County municipalities.
b. Notice of Motion Provided by Councillor Desai September 26, 2019
Whereas the principle of joint and several liability is costing municipal
taxpayers more in the form of high insurance premiums, service reductions
and fewer choices; and
Whereas the Premier and Attorney General have committed to reviewing
the principles of joint and several liability, the impact it has on insurance
costs, and the influence “liability chill” has on the delivery of public
services; and
Whereas the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) Board
approved a submission to the Attorney General of Ontario entitled “A
Reasonable Balance: Addressing growing municipal liability and insurance
costs” and is encouraging municipalities to endorse the report;
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Now Therefore Be It Resolved That Grey County Council endorses AMO’s
Report and Recommendations on changes to joint and several liability
provisions and that this resolution be forwarded to the Ministry of the
Attorney General and AMO.
c. The Notice of Motion provided by Councillor McQueen September 26, 2019
regarding long term care beds was withdrawn by Councillor McQueen.
4. Delegations
9:40 AM

Barry Field, SWIFT Chief Operating Officer
SWIFT Update

9:55 AM

Colleen Woodhouse
Roundabout at Grey Roads 3 & 4

5. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion
6. Consent Agenda
That the following Consent Agenda items be received; and
That staff be authorized to take the actions necessary to give effect to the
recommendations in the staff reports; and
That the correspondence be supported or received for information as
recommended in the consent agenda.
a. Resolution from the Township of Southgate – Stronger Enforcement for the Safety
of Ontario’s Farm Families
That the County of Grey support the Resolution from the Township of
Southgate regarding a request to Minister Doug Downey for stronger
enforcement to ensure the safety of Ontario’s farm families, employees and
animals.
b. Grey County – The Blue Mountains Task Force minutes dated June 20, 2019
That the Grey County – The Blue Mountains Task Force minutes dated June
20, 2019 be adopted as presented.
c. Forest Management Plan Advisory Committee Minutes dated September 20, 2019
That the minutes of the Forest Management Plan Advisory Committee dated
September 20, 2019 be adopted as presented.
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d. TR-CW-24-19 Dispatch Services Agreement
That Report TR-CW-24-19 Dispatch Service Agreement be received; and
That the Owen Sound Police Services be contracted as a single source
procurement to provide dispatch services for a period of five years, with the
option to renew for up to two successive periods of one year; and
That the Warden and Clerk be authorized to execute the agreement with the
Owen Sound Police Services Board to provide dispatch services.
e. ITR-CW-01-19 Bell Mobility Contract Renewal
That Report ITR-CW-01-19 be received; and
That the County enter into an Agreement with Bell Canada to provide an
additional three years of mobility services and hardware.
7. Items For Direction and Discussion
a. CAOR-CW-15-19 Sydenham Campus Update
That Report CAOR-CW-15-19 regarding a Sydenham Campus Update, be
received for information.
b. CAOR-CW-16-19 Community Transportation Update
That Report CAOR-CW-16-19 regarding a Community Transportation Update
be received for information.
c. FR-CW-24-19 Budget Process and Timetable Report
That the 2020 budget process and timetable as set out in Report FR-CW-24-19
be received for information.
d. FR-CW-25-19 Appointment of Auditors
That Report FR-CW-25-19 regarding Auditor Appointment be received; and
That BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound be appointed auditors for the County of
Grey, in accordance with Section 296 (1) of the Municipal Act; and
That the necessary by-law to appoint the firm of BDO Canada LLP of Owen
Sound as auditors for the County of Grey for a period of five (5) years
beginning with the 2019 fiscal year, be presented to Council.
e. PDR-CW-41-19 Comments on Draft Provincial Policy Statement
That Report PDR-CW-41-19 regarding an overview of the proposed changes to
the 2019 Provincial Policy Statement be received; and
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That Report PDR-CW-41-19 be forwarded to the Province of Ontario and
confirmed as the County of Grey’s comments on the proposed regulation
changes posted on the Environmental Registry through posting #019-0279;
and
That the Report be shared with member municipalities having jurisdiction
within Grey County; and
That staff be authorized to proceed with submitting these comments prior to
County Council approval as per Section 25.6(b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.
f.

Addendum to Report PDR-CW-37-18 Lora Bay Phase 4 Final Report
That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-37-18 be received; and
That all written and oral submissions received on plan of subdivision 42T2018-10 known as Lora Bay Phase 4 were considered; the effect of which
helped to make an informed recommendation and decision; and
That in consideration of the draft plan of subdivision application 42T-2018-10,
for lands described as Block 1 and Part of Block 2, RP 16M-8, in the Town of
The Blue Mountains, the Grey County Committee of the Whole approves this
plan of subdivision to create a total of thirty-eight residential lots (Lots 1 to 38)
and a future multi-residential block (Block 39), subject to the conditions set
out in the Notice of Decision.

8. Other Business
9.

Notice of Motion

10. Adjournment
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Sent via email to: doug.downeyco@pc.ola.org
magpolicy@ontario.ca
October 1, 2019
The Honourable Doug Downey
Attorney General of Ontario
McMurtry-Scott Building, 11th Floor
720 Bay Street
Toronto, Ontario
M7A 2S9
Dear Attorney General Downey,
Municipal governments accept the responsibility to pay their fair share of a loss. Always. Making it
right and paying a fair share are the cornerstones of our legal system. Citizens expect nothing less
of their local governments.
But what is a challenge for municipalities and property taxpayers alike, is being asked to assume
someone else’s responsibility for someone else’s mistake. Municipal governments should not be the
insurer of last resort. For municipalities in Ontario, however, the principle of joint and several
liability ensures that they are just that.
Joint and several liability means higher insurance costs. It diverts property tax dollars from
delivering public services. It has transformed municipalities into litigation targets while others
escape responsibility. It forces municipal government to settle out-of-court for excessive amounts
when responsibility is as low as 1%.
There must be a better way. There must be a better way to help ensure those who suffer losses are
made whole again without asking municipalities to bear that burden alone. There must be a better
way to be fair, reasonable, and responsible.
AMO welcomes the government’s commitment to review joint and several liability. It is a complex
issue that has many dimensions. Issues of fairness, legal principles, “liability chill”, insurance
failures and high insurance costs are all intertwined. Many other jurisdictions have offered
additional protection for municipalities and AMO calls on the Ontario government to do the same.
What follows is a starting point for that discussion. Our paper reasserts key issues from AMO’s 2010
paper, AMO’s 2011 insurance cost survey, provides more recent examples, and details some
possible solutions of which there are many options.
Municipalities are in the business of delivering public services. Municipal governments exist to
connect people and to advance the development of a community. It is time to find a reasonable
balance to prevent the further scaling back of public services owing to joint and several liability,
“liability chill”, or excessive insurance costs.
7
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Together with the provincial government, I am confident we can find a better way.
Sincerely,

Jamie McGarvey
AMO President
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Executive Summary
AMO’s advocacy efforts on joint and several liability in no way intends for aggrieved parties to be
denied justice or damages through the courts. Rather, municipal governments seek to highlight the
inequity of how much “deep pocket” defendants like municipalities are forced to pay, for both in
and out of court settlements.
It is entirely unfair to ask property taxpayers to carry the lion’s share of a damage award when a
municipality is found at minimal fault or to assume responsibility for someone else’s mistake.
Municipal governments cannot afford to be the insurer of last resort. The principle of joint and
several liability is costing municipalities and taxpayers dearly, in the form of rising insurance
premiums, service reductions and fewer choices. The Negligence Act was never intended to place
the burden of insurer of last resort on municipalities.
As public organizations with taxation power and “deep pockets,” municipalities have become focal
points for litigation when other defendants do not have the means to pay. At the same time,
catastrophic claim awards in Ontario have increased considerably. In part, joint and several liability
is fueling exorbitant increases in municipal insurance premiums.
The heavy insurance burden and legal environment is unsustainable for Ontario’s communities.
Despite enormous improvements to safety, including new standards for playgrounds, pool safety,
and better risk management practices, municipal insurance premiums and liability claims continue
to increase. All municipalities have risk management policies to one degree or another and most
large municipalities now employ risk managers precisely to increase health and safety and limit
liability exposure in the design of facilities, programs, and insurance coverage. Liability is a top of
mind consideration for all municipal councils.
Joint and several liability is problematic not only because of the disproportioned burden on
municipalities that are awarded by courts. It is also the immeasurable impact of propelling
municipalities to settle out of court to avoid protracted and expensive litigation for amounts that
may be excessive, or certainly represent a greater percentage than their degree of fault.
Various forms of proportionate liability have now been enacted by all of Ontario’s competing Great
Lakes states. In total, 38 other states south of the border have adopted proportionate liability in
specific circumstances to the benefit of municipalities. Many common law jurisdictions around the
world have adopted legal reforms to limit the exposure and restore balance. With other
Commonwealth jurisdictions and the majority of state governments in the United States having
modified the rule of joint and several liability in favour of some form of proportionate liability, it is
time for Ontario to consider various options.
There is precedence in Ontario for joint and several liability reform. The car leasing lobby
highlighted a particularly expensive court award made in November of 2004 against a car leasing
company by the victim of a drunk driver. The August 1997 accident occurred when the car skidded
off a county road near Peterborough, Ontario. It exposed the inequity of joint and several liability
for car leasing companies. The leasing companies argued to the government that the settlement
had put them at a competitive disadvantage to lenders. They also warned that such liability
conditions would likely drive some leasing and rental companies to reduce their business in
Ontario. As a result, Bill 18 amended the Compulsory
9 Automobile Insurance Act, the Highway Traffic
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Act and the Ontario Insurance Act to make renters and lessees vicariously liable for the negligence
of automobile drivers and capped the maximum liability of owners of rental and leased cars at $1
million. While Bill 18 has eliminated the owners of leased and rented cars as “deep pocket”
defendants, no such restrictions have been enacted to assist municipalities.

A 2011 survey conducted by AMO reveals that since 2007, liability premiums have increased by
22.2% and are among the fastest growing municipal costs. Total 2011 Ontario municipal insurance
costs were $155.2 million. Liability premiums made up the majority of these expenses at $85.5
million. Property taxpayers are paying this price.
These trends are continuing. In August of 2019, it was reported the Town of Bradford West
Gwillimbury faces a 59% insurance cost increase for 2019. This is just one example. AMO
encourages the municipal insurance industry to provide the government with more recent data and
trends to support the industry’s own arguments regarding the impact joint and several has on
premiums.
Insurance costs disproportionately affect small municipalities. For 2011, the per capita insurance
costs for communities with populations under 10,000 were $37.56. By comparison, per capita costs
in large communities with populations over 75,000 were $7.71. Property taxpayers in one northern
community are spending more on insurance than their library. In one southern county, for every $2
spent on snowplowing roads, another $1 is spent on insurance.
In 2016, the Ontario Municipal Insurance Exchange (OMEX), a not-for-profit insurer, announced that
it was suspending reciprocal underwriting operations. The organization cited, a “low pricing
environment, combined with the impact of joint and several liability on municipal claim
settlements” as reasons for the decision. Fewer choices fuels premium increases.
Learning from other jurisdictions is important for Ontario. The Province of Saskatchewan has
implemented liability reforms to support its municipalities. As a municipal lawyer at the time, Neil
Robertson, QC was instrumental in laying out the arguments in support of these changes. Now a
Justice of the Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan, AMO was pleased to have Neil Robertson
prepare a paper and address AMO conference delegates in 2013. Much of the Saskatchewan
municipal experience (which led to reforms) is applicable to the Ontario and the Canadian
municipal context. Summarised below and throughout this paper are some of Robertson’s key
findings.
Robertson found that, regardless of the cause, over the years municipalities in Canada have
experienced an accelerating rate of litigation and an increase in amounts of damage awards. He
noted these developments challenge municipalities and raise financial, operational and policy
issues in the provision of public services.
Robertson describes the current Canadian legal climate as having placed municipalities in the role
of involuntary insurer. Courts have assigned municipal liability where liability was traditionally
denied and apportioned fault to municipal defendants out of proportion to municipal involvement
in the actual wrong.
This increased exposure to liability has had serious ramifications for municipalities, both as a
deterrent to providing public services which may give rise to claims and in raising the cost and
reducing the availability of insurance. The cost of claims
has caused insurers to reconsider not only
10
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what to charge for premiums, but whether to continue offering insurance coverage to municipal
clients.
Robertson also makes the key point that it reasonable for municipal leaders to seek appropriate
statutory protections. He wrote:
“Since municipalities exist to improve the quality of life for their citizens, the possibility of
causing harm to those same citizens is contrary to its fundamental mission. Careful
management and wise stewardship of public resources by municipal leaders will reduce the
likelihood of such harm, including adherence to good risk management practices in
municipal operations. But wise stewardship also involves avoiding the risk of unwarranted
costs arising from inevitable claims.”
And, of course, a key consideration is the reality that insurance premiums, self-insurance costs, and
legal fees divert municipal funds from other essential municipal services and responsibilities.
It is in this context that AMO appreciated the commitments made by the Premier and the Attorney
General to review the principle of joint and several liability, the impact it has on insurance costs,
and the influence “liability chill” has on the delivery of public services. Now is the time to deliver
provincial public policy solutions which address these issues.

Recommendations
AMO recommends the following measures to address these issues:
1. The provincial government adopt a model of full proportionate liability to replace joint
and several liability.
2. Implement enhancements to the existing limitations period including the continued
applicability of the existing 10-day rule on slip and fall cases given recent judicial
interpretations, and whether a 1-year limitation period may be beneficial.
3. Implement a cap for economic loss awards.
4. Increase the catastrophic impairment default benefit limit to $2 million and increase the
third-party liability coverage to $2 million in government regulated automobile insurance
plans.
5. Assess and implement additional measures which would support lower premiums or
alternatives to the provision of insurance services by other entities such as non-profit
insurance reciprocals.
6. Compel the insurance industry to supply all necessary financial evidence including
premiums, claims, and deductible limit changes which support its, and municipal
arguments as to the fiscal impact of joint and several liability.
7. Establish a provincial and municipal working group to consider the above and put forward
recommendations to the Attorney General.
11
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Insurance Cost Examples
The government has requested detailed information from municipalities regarding their insurance
costs, coverage, deductibles, claims history, and out-of-court settlements. Municipalities have been
busy responding to a long list of provincial consultations on a wide range of topics. Some of the
information being sought is more easily supplied by the insurance industry. AMO’s 2011 survey of
insurance costs produced a sample size of 122 municipalities and assessed insurance cost increases
over a five-year period. The survey revealed an average premium increase which exceeded 20%
over that period.
All of the same forces remain at play in 2019 just as they were in 2011. Below are some key
examples.
Ear Falls - The Township of Ear Falls reports that its insurance premiums have increased 30% over
five years to $81,686. With a population of only 995 residents (2016), this represents a per capita
cost of $82.09. This amount is a significant increase from AMO’s 2011 Insurance Survey result. At
that time, the average per capita insurance cost for a community with a population under 10,000
was $37.56. While the Township has not been the subject of a liability claim, a claim in a
community of this size could have significant and long-lasting financial and service implications.
The Township has also had to impose stricter insurance requirements on groups that rent municipal
facilities. This has had a negative impact on the clubs and volunteers’ groups and as a consequence,
many have cut back on the service these groups provide to the community.
Central Huron – For many years the municipality of Central Huron had a deductible of $5,000. In
2014, the deductible was increased to $15,000 to help reduce insurance costs. The municipality
also increased its liability coverage in 2014 and added cyber security coverage in 2018. The
combined impact of these changes represents a premium cost of $224,774 in 2019, up from
$141,331 in 2010. Per capita costs for insurance alone are now $29.67.
Huntsville – Since 2010, the Town of Huntsville reports an insurance premium increase of 67%. In
2019 this represented about 3.75% of the town’s property tax levy. At the same time, Huntsville’s
deductible has increased from $10,000 to $25,000. The town also reports a reluctance to hold its
own events for fear of any claims which may affect its main policy. Additional coverage is
purchased for these events and these costs are not included above.
Ottawa - In August 2018, the City began working with its insurance broker, Aon Risk Solutions
(“Aon”), to prepare for the anticipated renewal of the Integrated Insurance Program in April 2019.
As the cost of the City’s insurance premiums had risen by approximately 25% between 2017 and
2018, this early work was intended to ensure that any further increase could be properly accounted
for through the 2019 budget process. Early indications of a possible further 10% premium increase
prompted the City and Aon in late 2018 to explore options for a revised Program, and to approach
alternative markets for the supply of insurance.
On January 11, 2019, an OC Transpo bus collided with a section of the Westboro Station transit
shelter, resulting in three fatalities and numerous serious injuries. This was the second major
incident involving the City’s bus fleet, following approximately five years after the OC Transpo – VIA
train collision in September 2013.
12
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The January 2019 incident prompted insurance providers to re-evaluate their willingness to
participate in the City Program. Despite Aon’s work to secure an alternative provider, only Frank
Cowan Company (“Cowan”), the City’s existing insurer, was prepared to offer the City an Integrated
Insurance Program. Cowan’s offer to renew the City’s Program was conditional on revised terms
and limits and at a significant premium increase of approximately 84%, or nearly $2.1 million per
year. According to Cowan, these changes and increases were attributable to seven principle factors,
including Joint and Several Liability:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Escalating Costs of Natural Global Disasters;
Joint and Several Liability;
Claims Trends (in the municipal sector);
Increasing Damage Awards;
Class Action Lawsuits;
New and/or Adverse Claims Development; and,
Transit Exposure.

Cowan also indicated that the primary policy limits for the 2019-2020 renewal would be lowered
from $25 million to $10 million per occurrence, thereby raising the likelihood of increased costs for
the City’s excess liability policies.

Joint and Several in Action - Recent Examples
The following examples highlight joint and several in action. The following examples have occurred
in recent years.
GTA Municipality – A homeowner rented out three separate apartments in a home despite being
zoned as a single-family dwelling. After a complaint was received, bylaw inspectors and Fire
Prevention Officers visited the property. The landlord was cautioned to undertake renovations to
restore the building into a single-family dwelling. After several months of non-compliance, charges
under the fire code were laid. The owner was convicted and fined. A subsequent visit by Fire
Prevention Officers noted that the required renovations had not taken place. Tragically, a fire
occurred which resulted in three fatalities. Despite having undertaken corrective action against the
homeowner, joint and several liability loomed large. It compelled the municipality to make a
payment of $504,000 given the 1% rule.
City of Ottawa - A serious motor vehicle accident occurred between one of the City’s buses and an
SUV. The collision occurred at an intersection when the inebriated driver of the SUV failed to stop at
a red light and was struck by the City bus. This collision resulted in the deaths of the SUV driver and
two other occupants, and also seriously injured the primary Plaintiff, the third passenger in the SUV.
The secondary action was brought by the family of one of the deceased passengers.
The Court ultimately concluded that the City was 20% liable for the collision, while the SUV driver
was 80% at fault. Despite the 80/20 allocation of fault, the City was required to pay all of the
approximately $2.1 million in damages awarded in the primary case and the $200,000 awarded in
the secondary case, bringing the amount paid by the City to a total that was not proportionate to its
actual liability. This was due to the application of the principle of joint and several liability, as well as
the interplay between the various automobile insurance policies held by the SUV owner and
13
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passengers, which is further explained below. Although the City appealed this case, the Ontario
Court of Appeal agreed with the findings of the trial judge and dismissed it.
This case was notable for the implications of various factors on the insurance policies held by the
respective parties. While most automobile insurance policies in Ontario provide for $1 million in
third party liability coverage, the insurance for the SUV was reduced to the statutory minimum of
$200,000 by virtue of the fact that the driver at the time of the collision had a blood alcohol level
nearly three times the legal limit for a fully licensed driver. This was contrary to the requirements
of his G2 license, which prohibit driving after the consumption of any alcohol. Further, while the
Plaintiff passengers’ own respective insurance provided $1 million in coverage for underinsured
motorists (as the SUV driver was at the time), this type of coverage is triggered only where no other
party is in any way liable for the accident. As a result, the primary Plaintiff could only effectively
recover the full $2.1 million in damages if the Court attributed even a small measure of fault to
another party with sufficient resources to pay the claim.
In determining that the City was at least partially responsible for the collision, the Court held that
the speed of the bus – which according to GPS recordings was approximately 6.5 km/h over the
posted limit of 60 kilometres an hour – and momentary inattention were contributing factors to the
collision.
To shorten the length of the trial by approximately one week and accordingly reduce the legal costs
involved, the parties had earlier reached an agreement on damages and that the findings regarding
the primary Plaintiff would apply equally to the other. The amount of the agreement-upon damages
took into account any contributory negligence on the part of the respective Plaintiffs, attributable to
such things as not wearing a seat belt.
City of Ottawa, 2nd example – A Plaintiff was catastrophically injured when, after disembarking a
City bus, he was struck by a third-party motor vehicle. The Plaintiff’s injuries included a brain injury
while his impairments included incomplete quadriplegia.
As a result of his accident, the Plaintiff brought a claim for damages for an amount in excess of $7
million against the City and against the owner and driver of the third-party vehicle that struck him.
Against the City, the Plaintiff alleged that the roadway was not properly designed and that the bus
stop was placed at an unsafe location as it required passengers to cross the road mid-block and not
at a controlled intersection.
Following the completion of examinations for discovery, the Plaintiff’s claim against the CoDefendant (the driver of the vehicle which struck the plaintiff) was resolved for $1,120,000
comprising $970,000 for damages and $120,000 for costs. The Co-Defendant’s policy limit was $1
million. The claim against the City was in effect, a “1% rule” case where the City had been added to
the case largely because the Co-Defendant’s insurance was capped at $1 million, which was well
below the value of the Plaintiff’s claim.
On the issue of liability, the pre-trial judge was of the view that the City was exposed to a finding of
some liability against it on the theory that, because of the proximity of the bus stop to a home for
adults with mental health issues, the City knew or should have known that bus passengers with
cognitive and/or physical disabilities would be crossing mid-block at an unmarked crossing. This,
according to the judge, could have resulted in a finding being made at trial that the City should
14
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either have removed the bus stop or alternatively, should have installed a pedestrian crossing at
this location.
The judge assessed the Plaintiff’s damages at $7,241,000 exclusive of costs and disbursements
which he then reduced to $4,602,930 exclusive of costs and disbursements after applying a
reduction of 27.5% for contributory negligence and subtracting the $970,000 payment made by the
Co-Defendant’s insurer.
Settlement discussions took place and the judge recommended that the matter be resolved for
$3,825,000 plus costs of $554,750 plus HST plus disbursements.

Joint and Several Liability in Action - Other notable cases
Deering v Scugog - A 19-year-old driver was driving at night in a hurry to make the start time of a
movie. She was travelling on a Class 4 rural road that had no centerline markings. The Ontario
Traffic Manual does not require this type of road to have such a marking. The driver thought that a
vehicle travelling in the opposite direction was headed directly at her. She swerved, over-corrected
and ended up in a rock culvert. The Court found the Township of Scugog 66.7% liable. The at-fault
driver only carried a $1M auto insurance policy.
Ferguson v County of Brant - An inexperienced 17-year-old male driver was speeding on a road
when he failed to navigate a curve which resulted in him crossing the lane into oncoming traffic,
leaving the roadway, and striking a tree. The municipality was found to have posted a winding road
sign rather than a sharp curve sign. The municipality was found 55% liable.
Safranyos et al v City of Hamilton - The plaintiff was leaving a drive-in movie theatre with four
children in her vehicle at approximately 1 AM. She approached a stop sign with the intention of
turning right onto a highway. Although she saw oncoming headlights she entered the intersection
where she was struck by a vehicle driven 15 km/h over the posted speed limit by a man who had
just left a party and was determined by toxicologists to be impaired. The children in the plaintiff’s
vehicle suffered significant injuries. The City was determined to be 25% liable because a stop line
had not been painted on the road at the intersection.
Mortimer v Cameron - Two men were engaged in horseplay on a stairway and one of them fell
backward through an open door at the bottom of a landing. The other man attempted to break the
first man’s fall and together they fell into an exterior wall that gave way. Both men fell 10 feet onto
the ground below, one of whom was left quadriplegic. The trial judge determined both men were
negligent, but that their conduct did not correspond to the extent of the plaintiff’s injuries. No
liability was attached to either man. The building owner was determined to be 20% and the City of
London was found to be 80% liable. The Court awarded the plaintiff $5 M in damages. On appeal,
the City’s liability was reduced to 40% and building owner was determined to be 60% liable. The City
still ended up paying 80% of the overall claim.

2011 Review of Joint and Several Liability – Law Commission
of Ontario
In February 2011 the Law Commission of Ontario released a report entitled, “Joint and Several
Liability Under the Ontario Business Corporations15Act”. This review examined the application of
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joint and several liability to corporate law and more specifically the relationship between the
corporation and its directors, officers, shareholders and stakeholders.
Prior to the report’s release, AMO made a submission to the Law Commission of Ontario to seek to
expand its review to include municipal implications. The Law Commission did not proceed with a
broader review at that time, but the context of its narrower scope remains applicable to
municipalities. In fact, many of the same arguments which support reform in the realm of the
Business Corporations Act, are the same arguments which apply to municipal governments.
Of note, the Law Commission’s 1 report highlighted the following in favour of reforms:
Fairness: “it is argued that it is unfair for a defendant, whose degree of fault is minor when
compared to that of other defendants, to have to fully compensate a plaintiff should the other
defendants be insolvent or unavailable.”
Deep Pocket Syndrome: “Joint and several liability encourages plaintiffs to unfairly target
defendants who are known or perceived to be insured or solvent.”
Rising Costs of Litigation, Insurance, and Damage Awards: “Opponents of the joint and several
liability regime are concerned about the rising costs of litigation, insurance, and damage awards.”
Provision of Services: “The Association of Municipalities of Ontario identifies another negative
externality of joint and several liability: municipalities are having to delay or otherwise cut back
services to limit exposure to liability.”
The Law Commission found that the principle of joint and several liability should remain in place
although it did not explicitly review the municipal situation.

2014 Resolution by the Ontario Legislature and Review by the
Attorney General
Over 200 municipalities supported a motion introduced by Randy Pettapiece, MPP for PerthWellington which called for the implementation a comprehensive, long-term solution in 2014. That
year, MPPs from all parties supported the Pettapiece motion calling for a reform joint and several
liability.
Later that year the Ministry of the Attorney General consulted on three options of possible reform:
1. The Saskatchewan Model of Modified Proportionate Liability
Saskatchewan has adopted a modified version of proportionate liability that applies in cases where
a plaintiff is contributorily negligent. Under the Saskatchewan rule, where a plaintiff is contributorily
negligent and there is an unfunded liability, the cost of the unfunded liability is split among the
remaining defendants and the plaintiff in proportion to their fault.

Law Commission of Ontario. “Joint and Several Liability Under the Ontario Business Corporations Act.” Final Report, February
16
2011 Pages 22-25.
1
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2. Peripheral Wrongdoer Rule for Road Authorities
Under this rule, a municipality would never be liable for more than two times its proportion of
damages, even if it results in the plaintiff being unable to recover full damages.
3. A combination of both of the above
Ultimately, the government decided not to pursue any of the incremental policy options ostensibly
because of uncertainty that insurance cost reductions would result. This was a disappointing result
for municipalities.
While these reviews did not produce results in Ontario, many other common law jurisdictions have
enacted protections for municipalities. What follows are some of the options for a different legal
framework.

Options for Reform – The Legal Framework
To gain a full appreciation of the various liability frameworks that could be considered, for
comparison, below is a description of the current joint and several liability framework here in
Ontario. This description will help to reader to understand the further options which follow.
This description and the alternatives that follow are taken from the Law Commission of Ontario’s
February 2011 Report entitled, “Joint and Several Liability Under the Ontario Business Corporations
Act” as referenced above. 2
Understanding the Status Quo and Comparing it to the Alternatives
Where three different defendants are found to have caused a plaintiff’s loss, the plaintiff is entitled
to seek full payment (100%) from any one of the defendants. The defendant who fully satisfies the
judgment has a right of contribution from the other liable parties based on the extent of their
responsibility for the plaintiff’s loss.
For example, a court may find defendants 1 (D1), 2 (D2) and 3 (D3) responsible for 70%, 20%, and
10% of the plaintiff’s $100,000 loss, respectively. The plaintiff may seek to recover 100% of the loss
from D2, who may then seek contribution from D1 and D3 for their 70% and 10% shares of the loss.
If D1 and/or D3 is unable to compensate D2 for the amount each owes for whatever reason, such as
insolvency or unavailability, D2 will bear the full $100,000 loss. The plaintiff will be fully
compensated for $100,000, and it is the responsibility of the defendants to apportion the loss fairly
between them.
The descriptions that follow are abridged from pages 9-11 of the Law Commission of Ontario’s
report. These are some of the key alternatives to the status quo.

2

Ibid. Page 7.
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1. Proportionate Liability
a) Full Proportionate Liability
A system of full proportionate liability limits the liability of each co-defendant to the proportion of
the loss for which he or she was found to be responsible. Per the above example, (in which
Defendant 1 (D1) is responsible for 70% of loss, Defendant 2 (D2) for 20% and Defendant 3 (D3) for
10%), under this system, D2 will only be responsible for $20,000 of the $100,000 total judgement:
equal to 20% of their share of the liability. Likewise, D1 and D3 will be responsible for $70,000 and
$10,000. If D1 and D3 are unable to pay, the plaintiff will only recover $20,000 from D2.
b) Proportionate Liability where Plaintiff is Contributorily Negligent
This option retains joint and several liability when a blameless plaintiff is involved. This option
would cancel or adjust the rule where the plaintiff contributed to their loss. As in the first example,
suppose the plaintiff (P) contributed to 20% of their $100,000 loss. D1, D2 and D3 were responsible
for 50%, 20% and 10% of the $100,000. If D1 and D3 are unavailable, P and D2 will each be
responsible for their $20,000 shares. The plaintiff will remain responsible for the $60,000 shortfall
as a result of the absent co-defendants’ non-payment (D1 and D3).
c) Proportionate Liability where Plaintiff is Contributorily Negligent with a
Proportionate Reallocation of an Insolvent, Financially Limited or Unavailable
Defendant’s Share
In this option of proportionate liability, the plaintiff and remaining co-defendants share the risk of a
defendant’s non-payment. The plaintiff (P) and co-defendants are responsible for any shortfall in
proportion to their respective degrees of fault.
Using the above example of the $100,000 total judgement, with a shortfall payment of $50,000 from
D1 and a shortfall payment $10,000 from D3, P and D2 must pay for the missing $60,000. P and D2
have equally-apportioned liability, which causes them to be responsible for half of each shortfall $25,000 and $5,000 from each non-paying defendant. The burden is shared between the plaintiff (if
determined to be responsible) and the remaining defendants.
d) Proportionate Liability with a Peripheral Wrongdoer
Under this option, a defendant will be proportionately liable only if their share of the liability falls
below a specified percentage, meaning that liability would be joint and several. Using the above
example, if the threshold amount of liability is set at 25%, D2 and D3 would only be responsible for
20% and 10%, regardless of whether they are the only available or named defendants. However, D1
may be liable for 100% if it is the only available or named defendant. This system tends to favour
defendants responsible for a small portion of the loss, but the determination of the threshold
amount between joint and several liability and proportionate liability is arbitrary.
e) Proportionate Liability with a Reallocation of Some or All of an Insolvent or
Unavailable Defendant’s Share
This option reallocates the liability of a non-paying defendant among the remaining defendants in
proportion to their respective degrees of fault. The plaintiff’s contributory negligence does not
18
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impact the application of this reallocation. Joint and several liability would continue to apply in
cases of fraud or where laws were knowingly violated.
f) Court Discretion
Similar to the fraud exception in the option above, this option includes giving the courts discretion
to apply different forms of liability depending on the case.
For example, if a particular co-defendant’s share of the fault was relatively minor the court would
have discretion to limit that defendant’s liability to an appropriate portion.
2. Legislative Cap on Liability
Liability concerns could be addressed by introducing a cap on the amount of damages available for
claims for economic loss.
3. Hybrid
A number of jurisdictions provide a hybrid system of proportionate liability and caps on damages.
Co-defendants are liable for their portion of the damages, but the maximum total amount payable
by each co-defendant is capped to a certain limit.

The Saskatchewan Experience
As referenced earlier in this paper, the Province of Saskatchewan responded with a variety of
legislative actions to assist municipalities in the early 2000s. Some of those key developments are
listed below which are abridged from “A Question of Balance: Legislative Responses to Judicial
Expansion of Municipal Liability – the Saskatchewan Experience.” The paper was written by Neil
Robertson, QC and was presented to the annual conference of the Association of Municipalities of
Ontario in 2013. Two key reforms are noted below.
1. Reforming joint and several liability by introducing modified proportionate liability:
“The Contributory Negligence Act” amendments
The Contributory Negligence Act retained joint and several liability, but made adjustments in cases
where one or more of the defendants is unable to pay its share of the total amount (judgement).
Each of the parties at fault, including the plaintiff if contributorily negligent, will still have to pay a
share of the judgement based on their degree of fault. However, if one of the defendants is unable
to pay, the other defendants who are able to pay are required to pay only their original share and
an additional equivalent share of the defaulting party’s share.
The change in law allows municipalities to reach out-of-court settlements, based on an estimate of
their degree of fault. This allows municipalities to avoid the cost of protracted litigation.
Neil Robertson provided the following example to illustrate how this works in practise:
“…If the owner of a house sues the builder for negligent construction and the municipality, as
building authority, for negligent inspection, and all three are found equally at fault, they would each
be apportioned 1/3 or 33.3%. Assume the damages are $100,000. If the builder has no funds, then
19and a 1/3 share of the builder’s defaulting share
the municipality would pay only its share ($33,333)
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(1/3 of $33,333 or $11,111) for a total of $44,444 ($33,333 + $11,111), instead of the $66,666
($33,333 + $33,333) it would pay under pure joint and several liability.”
This model will be familiar to municipal leaders in Ontario. In 2014, Ontario’s Attorney General
presented this option (called the Saskatchewan Model of Modified Proportionate Liability) for
consideration. At the time, over 200 municipal councils supported the adoption of this option along
with the “Peripheral Wrongdoer Rule for Road Authorities” which would have seen a municipality
never be liable for more than two times its proportion of damages, even if it results in the plaintiff
being unable to recover full damages. These two measures, if enacted, would have represented a
significant incremental step to address the impact of joint and several to Ontario municipalities.
2. Providing for uniform limitation periods while maintaining a separate limitation
period for municipalities: “The Limitations Act”
This act established uniform limitation periods replacing many of the pre-existing limitation periods
that had different time periods. The Municipal Acts in Saskatchewan provide a uniform one-year
limitation period “from time when the damages were sustained” in absolute terms without a
discovery principle which can prolong this period. This helps municipalities to resist “legacy” claims
from many years beforehand. This act exempts municipalities from the uniform two-year
discoverability limitation period.
Limitation periods set deadlines after which claims cannot be brought as lawsuits in the courts. The
legislation intends to balance the opportunity for potential claimants to identify their claims and, if
possible, negotiate a settlement out of court before starting legal action with the need for potential
defendants to “close the books” on claims from the past.
The reasoning behind these limitations is that public authorities, including municipalities, should
not to be punished by the passage of time. Timely notice will promote the timely investigation and
disposition of claims in the public interest. After the expiry of a limitation period, municipalities can
consider themselves free of the threat of legal action, and continue with financial planning without
hurting “the public taxpayer purse”. Municipalities are mandated to balance their budgets and must
be able to plan accordingly. Thus, legacy claims can have a very adverse affect on municipal
operations.
Here in Ontario, there is a uniform limitations period of two years. Municipalities also benefit from
a 10-day notice period which is required for slip and fall cases. More recently, the applicability of
this limitation deadline has become variable and subject to judicial discretion. Robertson’s paper
notes that in Saskatchewan, courts have accepted the one-year limitations period. A further
examination of limitations in Ontario may yield additional benefits and could include the one-year
example in Saskatchewan and/or the applicability of the 10-day notice period for slip and fall cases.
Other Saskatchewan reforms
Saskatchewan has also implemented other reforms which include greater protections for building
inspections, good faith immunity, duty of repair, no fault insurance, permitting class actions, and
limiting nuisance actions. Some of these reforms are specific to Saskatchewan and some of these
currently apply in Ontario.
20
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Insurance Related Reforms
Government Regulated Insurance Limits
The April 2019 provincial budget included a commitment to increase the catastrophic impairment
default benefit limit to $2 million. Public consultations were led by the Ministry of Finance in
September 2019. AMO wrote to the Ministry in support of increasing the limit to $2 million to
ensure more adequate support those who suffer catastrophic impairment.
In 2016, the government lowered this limit as well as third-party liability coverage to $200,000 from
$1 million. This minimum should also be also be increased to $2 million to reflect current actual
costs. This significant deficiency needs to be addressed.
Insurance Industry Changes
In 1989 the Ontario Municipal Insurance Exchange (OMEX) was established as a non-profit
reciprocal insurance provider for Ontario’s municipalities. It ceased operations in 2016 citing, “[a]
low pricing environment, combined with the impact of joint & several liability on municipal claim
settlements has made it difficult to offer sustainable pricing while still addressing the municipalities’
concern about retro assessments.”3 (Retro assessments meant paying additional premiums for
retroactive coverage for “long-tail claims” which made municipal budgeting more challenging.)
The demise of OMEX has changed the municipal insurance landscape in Ontario. That joint and
several liability is one of the key reasons listed for the collapse of a key municipal insurer should be
a cause for significant concern. Fewer choices fuels cost. While there are other successful
municipal insurance pools in Ontario, the bulk of the insurance market is dominated by for-profit
insurance companies.
Reciprocal non-profit insurers are well represented in other areas across Canada. Municipalities in
Saskatchewan, Alberta, British Columbia are all insured by non-profit reciprocals.
The questions for policy makers in Ontario:
Are there any provincial requirements or regulations which could better support the non-profit
reciprocal municipal insurance market?
What actions could be taken to better protect municipalities in Ontario in sourcing their insurance
needs?
How can we drive down insurance costs to better serve the needs of municipal property taxpayers?

Canadian Underwriter, August 11, 2016 https://www.canadianunderwriter.ca/insurance/ontario-municipal-insuranceexchange-suspends-underwriting-operations-1004098148/ 21
3
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Conclusion
This AMO paper has endeavoured to refresh municipal arguments on the need to find a balance to
the issues and challenges presented by joint and several liability. It has endeavoured to illustrate
that options exist and offer the reassurance that they can be successfully implemented as other
jurisdictions have done.
Finding solutions that work will require provincial and municipal commitment. Working together,
we can find a better way that is fair, reasonable, and responsible. It is time to find a reasonable
balance.
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Minutes
Grey County – The Blue Mountains Task Force
Meeting Date:
Meeting Time:
Location:
Prepared by

A.

June 20, 2019
1:30 p.m.
Town Hall, Council Chambers
32 Mill Street, Thornbury, ON
Krista Royal, Deputy Clerk

Call to Order

The Blue Mountains Mayor Alar Soever called the meeting to order with Task Force members present,
including The Blue Mountains Councillor Rob Sampson, Grey County Warden Selwyn Hicks, and Grey
County Councillors Shirley Keaveney and Paul McQueen. Absent from the meeting, The Blue Mountains
Deputy Mayor Odette Bartnicki and Grey County Councillor Ian Boddy.
Also in attendance The Blue Mountains Chief Administrative Officer Shawn Everitt, County of Grey
Director of Corporate Services Kevin Weppler and Director of Planning Randy Scherzer. Absent from the
meeting Grey County Chief Administrative Officer Kim Wingrove.
•

Approval of Agenda
Moved by:

Paul McQueen

Seconded by: Shirley Keaveney

THAT the Agenda of June 20, 2019, be approved as circulated, including any items added to the
Agenda, Carried.
•

Declaration of Pecuniary Interest and general nature thereof
None
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Previous Minutes
Moved by:

Selwyn Hicks

Seconded by: Shirley Keaveney

THAT the Grey County – The Blue Mountains Task Force minutes of May 16, 2019 be adopted as
amended to include the revised Grey County – The Blue Mountains Task Force Terms of
Reference;
AND THAT the Terms of Reference be included as an attachment to the approved May 16, 2019
minutes, Carried.
B.

Agenda Topics

B.1

Progress on the issue of the Closure of Simcoe County Road 91

Mayor Alar Soever noted both he and Councillor Rob Sampson met with the Ministry at Queen’s Park to
discuss the closure of Simcoe County Road 91. Alar reviewed with the committee current issues,
solutions and requests in regards to the closure of Simcoe County Road 91.
Current Issues & Background Information:
• Clearview Township has agreed to close a section of County Road 91, between County Road
31 and the 10th Concession and transfer ownership of the road to Walker Aggregates to
facilitate the expansion of the Duntroon Quarry, as the quarry intersects County Road 91.
• Pending the closure of County Road 91, Clearview Township has filed an application with the
Niagara Escarpment Commission to upgrade the 26/27 Sideroad from a seasonal road to a yearround road.
• Traffic counts were conducted on County Road 31 north and south of County Road 91. The
data shows that at an absolute minimum the average daily volume on County Road 91 is 1,265
vehicles per day.
• The Niagara Escarpment Plan requires that roads in the more sensitive area designations must
be considered essential roads and the plan defines essential as “that which is deemed
necessary to the public interest after all alternatives have been considered.”
• The Town of The Blue Mountains and the County of Grey have formally expressed concerns
that the closure of County Road 91 will significantly impact regional traffic.
Solutions & Requests:
The Town of The Blue Mountains requests that the Province consider the following items:
• That the Province orders the bump up of the 26/27 Sideroad application to the Niagara
Escarpment Commission from a Class A+ Environmental Assessment to a Class C Environmental
Assessment, which would include a comprehensive and up-to-date traffic study.
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• That the Province acknowledges County Road 91 is an existing regional traffic corridor over the
Niagara Escarpment; and that the Province considers the installation of signage to encourage
traffic diversion from Highway 26 onto the existing county road network.
• That the Province acknowledges that maintaining County Road 91 is a significantly less
investment than the planned and budgeted investment into the Highway 26 bypass.
Committee discussed various items regarding the closure of County Road 91, including the importance of
alternate routes, Highway 26 challenges related to costing, drainage issues, environmental issues, the
letter of support sent to Warden Hicks from Township of Clearview regarding reducing red-tape with
Niagara Escarpment, working collectively with the County of Grey/Simcoe to have a joint submission,
sharing of the roads and shouldering for cycling lanes.
Warden Selwyn Hicks noted he struggled with the agenda items, and questioned how these items reflect
the Terms of Reference and the intention of the Task Force. Warden Selwyn Hicks advised all of the issues
on the agenda should be addressed by County Council and belong at County Council. Mayor Alar Soever
replied these are issues within The Blue Mountains that also affect the municipalities of Grey Highlands
and Meaford, and therefore need to be addressed by the Task Force and also at the County level as well.
Chief Administrative Officer Shawn Everitt advised that he spoke with Chief Administrative Officer Kim
Wingrove in advance of the meeting regarding the agenda items and noting in the Terms of Reference it
does reference that the Chair will set the agenda for the respective meeting.
B.2

Motion on Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) billing at Grey County

Mayor Soever presented the following motion to the Committee:
WHEREAS the Town of the Blue Mountains Council on April 24, 2019 unanimously passed a resolution
THAT the Town of The Blue Mountains request that Grey County remove the Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation (“MPAC”) charges from general taxation and invoice each Lower Tier
municipality individually for MPAC’s services using the same Cost Recovery Formula used by MPAC;
and,
WHEREAS MPAC prepares an individual assessment roll for each lower tier municipality; and,
WHEREAS MPAC bills Grey county for its services using the Legislated Cost Recovery Formula under the
MPAC Act of ((A+B)/2)x C, where A is the percentage of Ontario wide assessment in Grey County, B is the
percentage of total Ontario properties in Grey County, and C is the Total Cost to be recovered by MPAC;
and,
WHEREAS by including the MPAC annual payment of services in the general rating by-law, The Blue
Mountains share of this service is $484,732; and,
WHEREAS The Blue Mountains actual share using the MPAC formula is $361,105; and,
WHEREAS sections 311(4) and 326 of the Municipal Act, 2001 allows for Special Levies;
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AND WHEREAS the MPAC services are being provided or undertaken almost entirely directly to the
Lower Tier municipalities, and that this results in the services being provided or undertaken at different
levels or in a different manner in different parts of the municipality;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOVED THAT The County of Grey recover the cost of the MPAC services as a
“special service” under 326 (2)(b) of the Municipal Act, and the lower tier municipalities be billed in that
manner with each lower tier municipality being billed the actual amount they would have been billed if
MPAC billed them directly under the legislated MPAC formula.
Mayor Alar Soever noted that to date in 2019 the omitted supplementary revenue found by The Blue
Mountains totals $658,000 which will benefit the County and the other 8 municipalities.
Councillor Rob Sampson expressed his concerns with the fairness of the 26% charge to The Blue
Mountains and noted the importance for the County to recognize it is unfair and to give back to The Blue
Mountains’ taxpayers 100% of the funds instead of just 26%.
The committee reviewed the motion and requested that Staff bring forward a report to have an
education component at an upcoming County Council meeting to understand the MPAC formula for
taxation on assessment.
Director of Corporate Services Kevin Weppler advised that MPAC will be attending an upcoming meeting
at County Council in July.
B.3

Grant Portion of Community Improvement Plan

Director of Planning Randy Scherzer spoke noting the Community Improvement Plan grant funding will
benefit all across the County, which will then grow the assessment base. Randy noted there are
incentives to having the plan in place including: tax incentives, surplus land, attainable housing,
development charge exemptions, downtown improvements, and over time, better value and increased
assessment.
Mayor Alar Soever provided to the committee a cost summary of the 9 municipalities within the County
of Grey relating to funding of the Community Improvement Plan (“CIP”). Alar noted The Blue Mountains
costs to fund the CIP at the 26% rate would cost The Blue Mountains $47,000 with only receiving $20,000
in return. Alar further noted there is the benefit in having the plan in place, but suggested The Blue
Mountains manage the grant to enable the Town to keep the full $47,000 within the community, rather
than the funds being distributed at the County Level. CAO Shawn Everitt suggested that simple projects
like the CIP be divided in 9 equal shares for fairness as it will cost The Blue Mountains more than what it
gets back.
Councillor Shirley Keaveney noted her appreciation of the numbers prepared by Mayor Alar Soever, and
further noted the Municipality of Meaford was successful in receiving CIP funding in 2017. Councillor
Shirley Keaveney noted her hope that other municipalities see advantages for lower tier municipalities to
grow their assessment base. Randy noted the funding use must meet 5 key priority areas with the local
municipalities approving the incentives and further noted his hope that municipalities will match the
County grant funding to encourage development. Randy further noted a report will be provided back to
County Council outlining the success stories from the use of the grant funds.
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B.4

Community Safety and Well-Being Planning

Director of Planning Randy Scherzer advised that CAO Kim Wingrove will be preparing a report to the July
11, 2019 County Council meeting which will include Bruce and Grey County municipalities.
B.5

Warden’s Visit to Citizens’ Forum

Warden Selwyn Hicks advised that he enjoyed attending the Citizen’s Forum meeting and hopes to be
invited again.

C.

New Business

Councillor Paul McQueen advised there is an upcoming Transportation meeting and noted that Blue
Mountain Resorts is struggling with affordable transportation for their employees. Paul noted that
Chapmans in the municipality of Grey Highlands is having the same transportation issues as well.
Director of Corporate Services Kevin Weppler advised that he will provide the committee an update on
transportation.

D.

Notice of Meeting Dates
July 11, 2019, Heritage Room, Grey County Administration Building
August meeting date – to be determined
Committee concurred to cancel the August meeting as it conflicts with the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario conference and reschedule the next meeting in September.

E.

Adjournment
Moved by:

Paul McQueen

Seconded by: Shirley Keaveney

THAT this Committee does now adjourn at 3:40 p.m., Carried.
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Committee Minutes
Forest Management Plan Advisory Committee
September 20, 2019 – 9:00 AM
The Forest Management Plan Advisory Committee met on the above date at the County
Administration Building with the following members in attendance:
Present:

Councillor Brian Milne and Warden Selwyn Hicks; Jesse Henrich,
Rebecca Ferguson, Donna Lacey, John Ford, Kevin Predon, Mark
Mariash, Brian Goodings and Tim Lanthier

Regrets:

Karen Buratynski, Stephanie Lacey-Avon, Jason Traynor, Brian Gamble
and Rob Beirnes

Staff
Present:

Heather Morrison, Clerk; Randy Scherzer, Director of Planning; Scott
Taylor, Senior Planner; Sarah Johnson, Intermediate Planner; Lee
Thurston, By-law Enforcement Officer and Forest Manager and Monica
Scribner, Recording Secretary

Call to Order
Heather Morrison called the meeting to order at 9:00am.

Introduction of Committee Members
The Committee members and staff present introduced themselves.

Election of the Chair and Vice Chair
The Clerk called for nominations for the Chair of the Forest Management Plan Advisory
Committee for 2019.
FMPAC01-19

Moved by: Warden Hicks Seconded by: Brian Goodings
That Councillor Milne be nominated as the Chair of the Forest
Management Plan Advisory Committee for 2019.

FMPAC02-19

Moved by: Warden Hicks
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Seconded by: Brian Goodings
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That the nominations be closed.
Carried
Councillor Milne accepted the nomination, and was acclaimed as Chair of the Forest
Management Plan Advisory Committee for 2019.
The Clerk then called for nominations for Vice Chair of the Forest Management Plan
Advisory Committee for 2019.
FMPAC03-19

Moved by: Warden Hicks

Seconded by: John Ford

That Brian Goodings be nominated as the Vice Chair of the
Forest Management Plan Advisory Committee for 2019.
FMPAC04-19

Moved by: Warden Hicks

Seconded by: John Ford

That the nominations be closed.
Carried
Brian Goodings accepted the nomination of Vice Chair, and was acclaimed Vice Chair
of the Forest Management Plan Advisory Committee for 2019.
The Clerk left the meeting.
Councillor Milne assumed the Chair.

Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
There was none.

Presentation of the Draft Forest Management Plan
Lee Thurston presented the Draft Forest Management Plan.

Meeting Highlights
The Chair invited discussion on the Committees’ key priorities for 2019. The following
areas and ideas were identified:




Decide on a schedule for reassessment (range)
Make sure there is flexibility in the plan
Able to use carbon credits for carbon tax?

31

Forest Management Plan Advisory Committee
September 20, 2019









How can we maximize revenue from forest harvests to at least be revenue
neutral to cover expenses to manage the properties while still managing the
forests in a sustainable manner?
Explore collaboration opportunities with Bruce County
Target ash trees given the future impacts from Emerald Ash Borer
Conservation Authority is doing a pilot program for trying to get rid of buckthorn.
Can the County use that information to help with the buckthorn issue in Lily Oak?
Importance of revenue neutral management & quantifying non-tangible benefits
Check with our Economic Development staff if wood pellets would be a viable
option for our area. (Have a look at White Feather First Nations who created jobs
to run the sawmill)

Next Steps






Sarah will send electronic copies of the Draft Forest Management Plan to all
members
Members will review the plan and presentation then provide comments back to
Sarah by November 15, 2019
Sarah will summarize all comments received
Sarah will arrange the next meeting for the end of November
Monica will add “Managing Forest Use Conflicts” for the next meeting agenda

Other Business
There was none

Next Meeting Dates
The next meeting will be held on November 29, 2019 at the Grey County Administration
Building.
On motion by Chair Brian Milne, the meeting adjourned at 10:15 am.
Brian Milne, Chair
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

October 10, 2019

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-24-19

Title:

Dispatch Service Agreement

Prepared by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:
Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-24-19 Dispatch Service Agreement be received; and
2. That the Owen Sound Police Services be contracted as a single source
procurement to provide dispatch services for a period of five years, with the
option to renew for up to two successive periods of one year; and
3. That the Warden and Clerk be authorized to execute the agreement with the Owen
Sound Police Services Board to provide dispatch services.

Executive Summary
Grey County Transportation Services requires an after-hours answering service to receive calls
from the public and police services regarding emergencies, incidents and maintenance issues.
This information is provided to an on-call staff person who is responsible to dispatch appropriate
staff and equipment as required in a timely manner. After-hours answering and dispatch
services is a vital link in emergency response.

Background and Discussion
Dispatch service providers are generally focused on private sector industries, such as the taxi,
trucking, towing and delivery industries. Transportation Services has tendered this work in the
past and in May 2015, the local service provider ended the contract due to the sale of the
business. The purchasing company located in Bradford, Ontario was not able to provide radio
dispatch service. A five-month trial period produced unfavourable results including concerns
regarding the level of service during the winter maintenance season. Staff searched for
alternative service providers that were in the area and could use Grey County’s radio
transmission network. Owen Sound Police Services was the only organization that could meet
the needs of Transportation Services. In November 2015, Council passed resolution CC148-15
that confirmed dispatch services be single sourced as per 4.3 F of the Purchasing Policy, to
Owen Sound Police Services (OSPS).
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OSPS dispatch have been providing accurate and proper communications with Transportation
Services for the past three years. Snowplow operator dispatch is also included in the
agreement. OSPS dispatch currently operate an answering service for nine fire services and
three police services within Grey County. The Dispatchers’ knowledge of Grey County road
information is a valuable resource when communicating with various stakeholders. OSPS staff
are responsible to update road related information, such as significant weather events, road
closures and road conditions. The OSPS dispatch continues to be the only local service
provider available to meet the requirements of Transportation Services and is currently
responsible for dispatching ten police services and twenty-two fire departments.
The term of this agreement is for five years, with the option to renew for up to two successive
periods of one year.
The Owen Sound Police Services and the Owen Sound Police Services Board are in agreement
with the terms of the new agreement as written.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Staff recommend single sourcing the dispatch services required for Transportation Services.
Single sourcing is a method of procurement whereby there is more than one vendor potentially
able to supply a good or service and a contract awarded without a competitive bidding process.
Grey County’s procurement policy permits single sourcing in cases where there is an absence
of competition and the goods and/or services can only be supplied by a particular supplier
and/or when competitive procurement may be found to be impractical.

Financial and Resource Implications
Dispatch services is funded from Transportation Services Supervision and Overhead. The
monthly cost of $4,098.89 will increase annually at a rate of 2%.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
Finance Department
☒ External
Owen Sound Police Service
Owen Sound Police Services Board

Appendices and Attachments
TR-TAPS-81-15 Answering Service Single Source
Dispatch Services Agreement

TR-CW-24-19
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DISPATCH SERVICES AGREEMENT
THIS AGREEMENT made this _______ day of _____________________, 2019, in triplicate between:
THE CORPORATION OF THE COUNTY OF GREY
A municipality within the meaning of the Municipal Act, 2001
(Hereinafter referred to as “the County”),
- and OWEN SOUND POLICE SERVICES BOARD
A municipal police services board governed by the Municipal Act, 2001 and
the Police Services Act
(Hereinafter referred to as the “Board”),
(collectively, referred to herein as “the Parties”);
WHEREAS the County is responsible for providing after-hours dispatch and answering services for its
Transportation Services Department;
AND WHEREAS the Board currently is contracted by the County to provide those dispatch and
answering services for the County;
AND WHEREAS the County wishes to enter into a new agreement for the purpose of allowing the Board
to continue to provide those dispatch and answering services for the County;
NOW THEREFORE in consideration of the mutual terms and covenants herein contained, the Parties
covenant and agree as follows:

Definitions
In this Agreement:
“Agreement” means this agreement and its appendices;
“Call Centre” means the location provided by the Board from which the Services
under this Agreement are provided to the County;
“Call Centre Staff” means the Board’s staff working within the Call Centre to
provide the Services under this Agreement.
“Department” means the Grey County Transportation Services Department,
responsible for maintenance and repair of all County roads;
“Emergency Calls” means all calls to the Department that require an immediate
response, e.g. emergency road repairs, stop signs down or missing, staff call-out
for snow events, fuel tank alarms, etc.;
“Non-emergency Calls” means all calls to the Department which are not of an
urgent nature, e.g. requests for information, notification of deficiencies or other
non-emergency issues;
“Schedule A” means the written instructional guidelines provided by the County
to the Board to assist with many of the tasks that are involved with providing the
Services;
The “Services” means the services provided by the Board to the County,
including the after-hours answering service which involves receiving all incoming
calls outside of regular office hours for the Department, forwarding messages to
Department personnel as appropriate, dispatching Department personnel, and
other tasks assigned to the Board under Section 3 of this Agreement.
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Term and Termination
This Agreement shall be effective as of April 30, 2019 and expire on April 30,
2024 (the “Term”).
The County may elect to renew this Agreement for up to two (2) successive
periods of one (1) year each, unless one of the Parties gives written notice of its
wish to negotiate a new agreement to the other, at least ninety (90) days prior to
the end of the Term or any renewal period thereof.
If notice as provided for in 2.2 is given by either the County or the Board, the
parties agree to negotiate the terms of such Agreement in good faith.
In the event the Parties are negotiating a new agreement and such negotiations
extend beyond a termination date, the terms of this Agreement shall continue to
bind the Parties until such new agreement is reached, and this Agreement is
replaced or amended, or until one of the Parties terminates the negotiations.
If either of the Parties does not wish to renew this Agreement nor to negotiate a
replacement Agreement, it must indicate its wishes by giving not less than sixty
(60) days’ advance written notice to the other party prior to the end of the Term.
In the event of a breach by the Board of any of the terms of this Agreement, the
County may terminate this Agreement by providing sixty (60) days’ written notice
to the Board of its intent to terminate.

Responsibilities of the Board
The Board shall:
Answer all calls for the Department outside of business hours, including from
4:30 p.m. to 8:30 a.m., Monday through Friday, and 24-hour service on
Saturdays, Sundays and all statutory holidays. Department phones will be
forwarded/transferred directly to the Call Centre during these times. The County
reserves the right to adjust its hours of operation with the appropriate notification
provided to the Board.
Answer all calls for the Department in the event of a County
telecommunications equipment failure or in the event that the County
office is closed due to inclement weather or other conditions out of its
control during regular office hours.
Dispatch on-call Department personnel to all Emergency Calls in a timely manner
and provide those dispatched personnel with sufficient information to assist them
in their response to such calls.
Have established, written back-up procedures to provide replacement service in
the event that its primary Call Centre is unavailable for any reason. Provide such
written procedures to the County upon execution of this Agreement.
Provide notice immediately to the County of any and all incidents which may or
will adversely affect the operation of the Call Centre, or have already done so.
Within five (5) minutes of receiving an Emergency Call, notify the appropriate
Department personnel, according to established procedures for such calls, by
cell phone, home phone number, or the County’s two-way radio system.
Promptly after receiving any call (Emergency or Non-emergency), ensure that the
Department personnel it contacts is provided with the caller’s name, address,
phone number, and the nature and location of the emergency or problem. In
addition, the Department personnel contacted may require that the Call Centre
Staff provide a return call to the caller.
Upon receiving notification of road closures or re-openings due to winter
conditions, remotely activate or de-activate applicable automated winter road
closure signs [there are six (6) owned by the County] accordingly on the affected
roads.
During the months of winter weather conditions, periods of time when the
Department conducts winter maintenance activities, update road conditions, road
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closure and re-opening information, and significant weather event details as they
are made available, using:
a) The current electronic application which feeds the County’s website (e.g.
Municipal 511),
b) The County’s road conditions phone line [e.g. 1-866-266- PLOW (7569)].
c) Email, to notify Grey County Communications Staff at
communications@grey.ca to enable the information to be disseminated
through the County’s social media accounts.
In the case of an emergency road closure due to a motor vehicle accident or
other significant incident which impacts a County roadway, update road
conditions, closures and re-opening information, etc. as the information is made
available following steps a) and c) as noted in Section 3.8 above.
In the case of (an) emergency road closure(s) in the event of a large scale
disaster or municipal emergency, update road conditions, closures and reopening information, etc. as the information is made available following all of the
same steps as noted in Section 3.9 above. When internet and phone services
(including mobile phones) are not available, contact County personnel in each of
the four (4) patrols via the County’s two-way radio system for weather/road
conditions reports. Such reports shall be obtained and/or updated three (3) times
between 4:30 p.m. to 8:30 a.m. on weekdays and five times on
weekend/statutory holiday days and/or when conditions change. Call Centre
Staff will record this information for the purposes of record keeping when there is
no way to share it, i.e. internet and road condition phone services are
unavailable. Once at least one of these services is restored, Call Centre Staff
will follow section 3.9 to provide the most current information available.
Provide the County with a daily log of all calls, including Emergency and Nonemergency Calls. Such log shall be clear, concise and detailed. The format of
the log shall be subject to the County’s approval, and shall include the following
details for each call taken:
Date and time call was received,
Caller's phone number, name, and address with postal code;
Nature of problem or complaint (include address or location of problem, if
different from caller's address);
Name of Department personnel to which call was referred, and time
contact was made with that personnel;
The length of time it took for the Department personnel to respond to the
call from Call Centre Staff; and
Documentation of response of Department personnel responding to the
complaint, if Call Centre Staff is provided with this information.
This daily log shall be forwarded via email to the County the following morning,
no later than 7:30 a.m.
Retain the daily logs and related audio recordings for a period of time not less
than 6 months.
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Provide the County with specific audio recordings upon request as available
during the 6 month retention period.
Provide the County with monthly call volumes with each monthly invoice.
Provide and maintain all required equipment to provide the Services, and
possess the ability to interface with any and all equipment used by the County.
Provide and maintain the required personnel to provide the Services, staffing its
Call Centre at a level appropriate to efficiently handle call lines in a manner
suitable for emergency County road situations.
Immediately notify the County of any incident or situation which occurs or of
which it becomes aware that may expose the Board or the County to liability
and/or result in a claim against either the Board and/or the County, relating to
any or all activities under this Agreement.
Provide any and all other information as required or requested by the County
which may have relevance to this Agreement.
Allow the County to inspect any facility where the Services are being provided
under this Agreement.

Responsibilities of the County
The County shall provide to the Board:
A complete list of Statutory Holidays, early closure days, etc. recognized
by the County;
A complete contact list for Department personnel;
A set of written operating procedures to provide Call Centre Staff with
some guidance in providing some of the Services. This document shall
be attached hereto as Schedule A;
Its current Winter Control Handbook containing winter operating
procedures; and
Any other available information requested by the Board to enable it to
provide the Services under this Agreement.
The County shall maintain and update the above-noted information/documents
and shall provide those updates to the Board on a timely basis to enable it to
provide the Services in an efficient manner. The parties agree that changes and
updates to such information and documents shall not constitute an amendment
to this Agreement.

Financial Arrangements
The Board shall invoice the County on a monthly basis for provision of the
Services under this Agreement for the amount of $4,098.89 per month, plus
applicable taxes up to and including December 31, 2024. This cost includes an
unlimited number of transactions.
Effective on January 1, 2020, there will be a 2% increase annually to the cost
charged before taxes by the Board to the County for the Services for the
remainder of the Term. The monthly cost will be increased by 2% annually
throughout the Term and any subsequent renewal periods pursuant to Section
2.2 of this Agreement.

Indemnification
Except as specified in Section 6.3, the County agrees to defend, indemnify and
save and hold harmless the Board from all claims, lawsuits, losses, expenses
and costs, or any other liability imposed by statute or common law in any way
connected to or in any way arising out of any actual or alleged breach, default or
neglect of duty in respect of the duties of the County under this Agreement.
Except as specified in Section 6.3, the Board agrees to defend, indemnify and
save and hold harmless the County from all claims, lawsuits, losses, expenses
and costs, or any other liability imposed by statue or common law in any way
connected to or in any way arising out of any actual breach or breach alleged by
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any third party, default or neglect of duty in respect of the duties of the Board
and/or the City under this Agreement.
Each party to this Agreement shall be responsible for any physical injuries,
death, or damage to property arising as a result of its own negligence, and shall
indemnify and save harmless the other from any and all actions, causes of
action, suits, debts, claims, expenses and demands of any nature or kind
whatsoever relating to said negligence and arising out of the performance of this
Agreement.

Insurance
The Board shall, at its own expense, obtain and keep in force during the Term,
liability insurance satisfactory to the County, including the following terms and
minimum coverage and underwritten by an insurer licensed to conduct business
in the Province of Ontario:
Municipal or Commercial General Liability insurance on an occurrence
basis for an amount of not less than Five Million Dollars ($5,000,000);
inclusion of the County as an Additional Insured with respect to the
operations of the named insured under this Agreement;
Cross liability and severability of Interest clauses;
Policies shall not be invalidated as respects the interests of the Additional
Insured by reason of any breach or violation on any warranties,
representations, declarations or conditions;
Products and Completed Operations coverage with an aggregate limit of
not less than Ten Million Dollars ($10,000,000);
A thirty (30) day written notice of cancellation, termination or material
change to the County.
The Board shall provide the County with proof of insurance in the form of an
insurance certificate, each year throughout the Term and any renewal period(s)
thereof.
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Health and Safety, WSIB
The Board is responsible for all costs associated with its workplace accidents
and all premiums or assessments owing to the Workplace Safety and Insurance
Board (WSIB), or insurance company if applicable for its own employees. If
requested, the Board shall, throughout the Term of the Agreement, provide the
County with evidence of coverage for itself, its employees, subcontractors and
subcontractors’ employees under the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act or
insurance policy.
The Board shall comply with the Occupational Health and Safety Act (Ontario),
the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act (Ontario), the Human Rights Act
(Ontario), and applicable regulations under such legislation and all other legal
obligations with respect to worker health, safety and treatment.

Privacy and Confidentiality
All information is provided to the Board on a confidential basis and shall be used
by the Board for the sole purpose of fulfilling its obligations under this Agreement.
The County and the Board agree to abide by all applicable legislation with
respect to the protection of privacy in effect from time to time.
The Board shall treat as confidential and will not, without the prior permission of
the County, publish, release, disclose or permit to be published, released or
disclosed, either before or after the expiration of this Agreement, private or
confidential information supplied to, obtained by, or which comes to the
knowledge of the Board as a result of this Agreement except insofar as
publication, release or disclosure is necessary, in the reasonable opinion of the
Board to enable the Board to fulfil its obligations under the Agreement, or as
required or permitted by law.
The Parties acknowledge that any personal information that is provided for the
purpose of creating records is given to the Board in confidence and is protected
by applicable privacy legislation. The Parties undertake that personal information
in records delivered to it by the Parties will be used for the limited purposes
intended and allowable. The Parties further acknowledges that any personal
information obtained from the Parties for such purposes will be protected under
the terms of applicable privacy legislation.

Notice
Any notice required to be given, served or delivered must be in writing and sent
to the other party at the address indicated below, or to such other address(es) as
may be designated by notice provided by any party to the other.
For the County:
County Clerk
County of Grey Administration Building
595 9th Ave E
Owen Sound, ON N4K 3E3
Fax Number: 519-376-8998
Email: countyclerk@grey.ca
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For Owen Sound Police Services Board:
Owen Sound Police Services Board Chair
Owen Sound Police Services Board
922 2nd Avenue West
Owen Sound, ON N4K 4M7
Email: kkrampien@owensoundpolice.com
Any notice to be given by either party to the other shall, in the absence of
proof to the contrary, be deemed to have been received by the addressee
if:
Delivered personally on a business day, then on the day of
delivery;
Sent by prepaid registered post, then on the second day following
the registration thereof;
Sent by ordinary mail, then on the fifth business day following the
date on which it was mailed; or
Sent by facsimile or email, upon confirmation of successful
transmission of the notice.

Waiver
The failure of either party to this Agreement to require the performance of any
obligation hereunder or the waiver of any obligation in a specific instance shall
not be interpreted as a general waiver of any of the obligations hereunder, all of
which shall continue to remain in full force and effect.

Governing Law
This Agreement shall be governed by and construed and interpreted in
accordance with the laws of the Province of Ontario and the laws of Canada
applicable therein. The parties hereby irrevocably attorn to the exclusive
jurisdiction of the courts of Ontario with respect to any matter arising under or
related to this Agreement.

Severability
Each of the provisions contained in this Agreement is distinct and severable and
a declaration of invalidity or unenforceability of any such provision or part thereof
by a court of competent jurisdiction shall not affect the validity or enforceability of
any other provision hereof, which shall remain in full force and effect.

Entire Agreement
This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties with
respect to the Dispatch Services and supersedes all prior agreements,
understandings, negotiations and discussions, whether written or oral. There are
no conditions, covenants, agreements, representations, warranties or other
provisions, express or implied, collateral, statutory or otherwise, relating to the
Dispatch Services except as provided in this Agreement and its attached
Appendices, if any.

Amendment of Agreement
None of the terms, conditions or provisions of this Agreement shall be held to
have been changed, waived, varied, modified or altered by any act or statement
of either party, their respective agents, servants or employees unless done in
writing and signed by both Parties.

41
TR-CW-24-19

October 10, 2019

Successors and Assigns
This Agreement shall enure to the benefit of and be binding upon the Parties
hereto and their respective successors and permitted assigns.
Neither of the Parties may assign all or any part of this Agreement without the
written approval of the other Party.

No Partnership
Nothing in this Agreement gives rise to a partnership or joint venture between the
County and the Board or to an employment relationship between the County and
the employees of the Board in the provision of service under this Agreement.

Adherence to Laws
The Board agrees to abide by all applicable federal and provincial laws in
carrying out the terms of this Agreement.

Dispute Resolution
If a conflict between the Parties arises regarding the interpretation of any part of
this Agreement, each party will make every effort to negotiate a resolution to the
dispute, in good faith.
The Parties agree that in the event that they are not able to reach a resolution of
all the matters in dispute, then the matters remaining in dispute will be finally
determined by arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the Ontario
Arbitrations Act.
The location for any such arbitration hearing will be within the County of Grey at
a location to be determined by the Parties.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF THE PARTIES hereunto attested by the hands of the proper officers duly
authorized in that behalf as of the day and year first written above.
THE CORPORATION OF THE COUNTY OF GREY

SELWYN HICKS, WARDEN

HEATHER MORRISON, CLERK
We have the authority to bind the Corporation of the County of Grey.

OWEN SOUND POLICE SERVICES BOARD

_____________________________________________________________
GARTH PIERCE, CHAIR BOARD MEMBER / PROVINCIAL APPOINTEE
I have the authority to bind the Owen Sound Police Services Board.
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Schedule A
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

October 10th, 2019

Subject / Report No:

ITR-CW-01-19

Title:

Renewal of Bell Mobility Contract

Prepared by:

Jody MacEachern, Senior Manager of Information Technology

Reviewed by:

Kevin Weppler, Director of Corporate Services
Mike Alguire, Purchasing Manager

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Municipality of Meaford, Municipality of Grey Highlands, Town of
the Blue Mountains

Status:

Recommendation
1. That report ITR-CW-01-19 be received; and
2. That the County enter into an Agreement with Bell Mobility Inc. to provide an
additional three years of mobility services and hardware.

Executive Summary
Grey County’s current contract for Mobility and Hardware Services expires in October 2019, with one 1year extension available. Bell Mobility Inc. proposes a new plan that will reduce expenses paid for data
costs, long distance, and MMS (media in text messages).
Staff recommend accepting the new agreement with Bell Mobility Inc. The plan is competitive and
comparable with the provincial Vendor of Record (VOR) for mobility services. An extension avoids costly
contract buyout options and aligns the County more closely with the timelines of the provincial VOR.

Background and Discussion
As with any modern workforce, Grey County staff rely on mobile devices to excel in their jobs. Mobile
phones have improved safety for staff who work offsite, travel, or work alone. They allow for managers
and key staff to be reached easily in emergency situations. Further, the increased computational power
allows staff to interact with applications in the field, whether for reference, mapping, data collection,
etc., greatly improving productivity for work done remotely.

ITR-CW-01-19
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Grey County entered its current contract with Bell Mobility in 2014. The contract was a four-year term,
with two optional one-year extensions, ending ultimately in October 2020. The original RFP was scored
heavily for improved data plans and cellular coverage in and around Grey County.
The current plan is similar to the provincial vendor of record (VOR) options. The plan allows for
unlimited local calling and SMS (texting). Other features for regular cell phones (voice and data) are as
follows:
Feature

Cost

Base Plan Rate

$20.25

Canadian Long Distance

$0.02/minute

US Long Distance

$0.15/minute

Canadian MMS (video/picture text)

$0.50 per mms (incoming / outgoing)

Data1
300 MB – 1 GB

$14.75

1-GB – 6GB

$29.75

> 6GB

$34.75

MMS (media text message)

$0.50 / text

Roaming
USA (Phone)

$1.75 / min

USA (SMS Text)

$0.75 / text

USA (Data)

$6 / MB

1.

Data is tiered, not cumulative.

The County has 192 cellular phones in use, and uses data plans for 50 locations, including connected
road cameras and providing wireless internet for ambulances. Further, three lower tier municipalities
receive mobility services under this agreement, including The Municipality of Grey Highlands, The
Municipality of Meaford, and The Town of the Blue Mountains.
Under the new agreement, new plans, or existing plans that are renewed when the hardware is
replaced, will have some key changes to the feature charges, as follows:
Feature

Cost

Canadian Long Distance

$0.01/minute

Canadian MMS (video/picture text)

Unlimited

ITR-CW-01-19
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Data
> 6GB

$45

If these rates were applied to the existing accounts, the County would save ~20% on average monthly
data fees, as well as an average $270 in MMS fees (multimedia sent by text message).
Staff advise renewing the contract with Bell Mobility. Bell Mobility is offering a cellular plan that is
competitive. Their coverage in the County is reasonable. The provincial vendor of record (VOR) for
cellular mobility expires in 2020, with extensions available until 2024. Staff feel that the most
competitive plans available for cellular coverage will come out of the VOR processes, and renewing this
contract puts the county nearly in line with the VOR renewal. Further, changing providers at this point
would require a fair amount of staff time to reconfigure phones, change SIM cards in LTE modems, etc,
and likely incur significant costs to the County to buyout the existing contracts and hardware from Bell,
even if other providers offered incentives to do so.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None

Financial and Resource Implications
As stated above, renewing the mobility contract with Bell is expected to save costs on the County’s
current cellular expenses as accounts move over to the new plan. Changing providers through an RFP
process would require staff time to set up new devices, including swapping SIM cards in LTE modems in
the field, as well as a considerable expense of buying out existing contracts from Bell Mobility.

Relevant Consultation
_X_

Internal IT and Finance staff

___

External (list)

Appendices and Attachments
Grey County Procedure A-FIN-001-001, Purchasing Procedures
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

October 10, 2019

Subject / Report No:

CAOR-CW-15 -19

Title:

Sydenham Campus Update

Prepared by:

Savanna Myers, Manager of Economic Development

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report CAOR-CW-15-19 regarding a Sydenham Campus Update, be received
for information.

Executive Summary
The development of Sydenham Campus is proceeding well. An updated business plan is now complete
and new partnerships, renovations and occupancy and are underway.

Background and Discussion
Over the past six months, several projects have been completed to prepare for the launch of
Sydenham Campus.








Following report CAOR-CW-05-19 Doran Consulting was retained to develop an
updated business plan, including a communications plan and fundraising plan for the
Sydenham Innovation Campus. These documents provide flexible roadmaps with many
phases and opportunities for staff and partners to grow.
The Grey Bruce Business Generator has been formalized and a Manager of Program
Development has been contracted for six months beginning mid October to develop the
business accelerator program alongside Innovation Guelph.
A three-way public private partnership has been developed with the Business Enterprise
Centre, Grey Bruce Business Generator and the Bluewater Angel Investors Group to
create a one-stop-shop for entrepreneurial activity in the region, including a
comprehensive mentorship program.
A brand has been drafted for the Sydenham Campus and is expected to launch mid
October.
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Renovations are being completed to replace two sections of the roof along with interior
upgrades of new flooring, paint and ceilings within the Innovation wing. Furniture for the
Innovation wing has been ordered.
Staff are regularly engaging with potential tenants and expressions of interest are
currently being accepted.

Business Plan Refresh
The updated business plan is being used as a guiding document by staff and should be read as
a flexible tool outlining an array of options that can be deployed to fully realize the vision. It is a
living document; factors will change quickly and the plan should be adjusted accordingly.
The plan includes a materials and equipment list for developing the fabrication and innovation
areas along with programming and training opportunities. A criteria for tenants has also been
established to ensure proper fit with the ecosystem and reduced competition. The intent is to
use Sydenham as a pipeline that helps businesses establish a permeant base locally following
their temporary training and development support.

The following Vision, Mission and Values statements were developed to account for the new
information obtained through the Environmental Scan and to appeal to the general public and
stakeholders of the Campus.

Vision
Empowering the citizens and businesses of Grey & Bruce Counties with training and resources that drive
regional prosperity and competitive advantage.
Mission
The partners and tenants of Sydenham Campus form a collection of trainers and businesses that support
workers, entrepreneurs, and local organizations by providing access to education & training, business
services, labs and technology. The Campus provides employees and businesses with the skills and
advantages they need to succeed in a rapidly changing work world.
Values
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Sydenham Campus will value cooperation; collaboration; diversity; integrity; value creation; passion;
and leadership.
The building concept was also redrawn to account for extended and enhanced uses beyond the
original scope.

The plan continues to demonstrate the ability for Sydenham to be self-financing within six years
based on a mix of revenue streams.
Occupancy
Planned occupancy will be phased in, beginning October 15, 2019 when the Business
Enterprise Centre (BEC) and Grey Bruce Business Generator relocate services to the site.
Bruce Community Futures Development Corporation (CFDC) relocation will closely follow. The
BEC, Generator and CFDC will meet with clients, offer training, mentorship, financing and
entrepreneurial support. A comprehensive marketing campaign is being developed to create
awareness and redirect clients to Sydenham where all services will be offered under one roof.
Parking
To curb the use of our parking lot by neighbouring students, faculty and visitors, ‘Sydenham
Campus Parking Only’ signs are being installed as a friendly reminder to park in assigned lots.
Based on the proposed, future new uses of the building, the Owen Sound zoning by-law will
likely trigger the need to develop more parking spaces as the building fills. Our architect is
currently developing an updated site plan to determine where spaces could be infilled given the
vacant bus loading zones.
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Child Care Changes
Given the changing environment and reduced funding, plans for the child care wing have been
suspended. That said, staff remain open to proposals and continue to pursue the option of child
minding for on site clients and expect the service could be available in 2020.
Upcoming Renovations
Further renovations will continue through 2020 with the remaining budget allocated in 2019.
Funding applications have been submitted to help offset the cost.






A lighting audit is being completed to upgrade existing lights to LED through an energy
program. This will improve the quality of the space and offer cost savings.
Power upgrades to three-phase may be required to carry the growing load of the building
and enable the installation of fabrication and training equipment and future HVAC
upgrades.
Washrooms will be remodeled and a new accessible washroom will be developed.
The building automated system (BAS) which controls heating and cooling requires new
hardware and software to bring the system up to date.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
There are no legal or legislated requirements with this information report.

Financial and Resource Implications
There are no additional financial or resource implications with this report beyond the approved
2019 budget. Staff are recommending that any capital budget not spent in 2019 be held in
reserve for use in 2020 to complete renovations that were not possible this year.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal – CAO, Director of Corporate Services, Planning, Children’s Services, Housing,
IT, Maintenance.
☒

External – City of Owen Sound, Professional Services, Private Sector

Appendices and Attachments
Business Plan
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Council Date:

October 10, 2019

Subject / Report No:

CAOR-CW-16-19

Title:

Community Transportation Update

Prepared by:

Stephanie Stewart, Manager, Community Transportation

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Grey County wide

Status:

Recommendation
1. That report CAOR-CW-16-19 Community Transportation Update be received for
information.

Executive Summary
Over the past three months staff have meet with several stakeholders and potential partners to
ensure that Grey County takes a holistic and thoughtful approach for this project. On August
23rd, Grey County released a Negotiated RFP with a closure date of September 13 at 2:00 pm.
Grey County is seeking a transportation service provider to develop an innovative “Made in
Grey” solution to meet the transportation needs of our residents. We are seeking proposals that
will allow us to implement a service that meets basic requirements in the fall of 2019 and that
can be enhanced to meet future demands. Consideration should be given to the development of
a County-wide Taxi, Limousine and Vehicle for Hire By-law

Background and Discussion
Staff have worked with the Ministry of Transportation and are excited to share that Grey County has
received permission to leverage the assets funded through the grant to fulfill broader requirements, as
long as all grant requirements are satisfied. Efforts will be made to use this flexibility in support of a
point-to-point or “uber-style” service.
A Vehicle for Hire By-law will be required to enable a point-point service. Residents of Grey County will
benefit from a County wide Taxi, Limousine and Vehicle for Hire By-law as this will provide residents
with consistency and confidence when riding in a taxi, limo or vehicle for hire in Grey County.


Service providers will be required to have the same insurance coverage, currently there is no
standard for insurance coverage

CAOR-CW-16-19
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Riders will find comfort in knowing that all drivers will have gone through the same screening
and training
Vehicles will be inspected to the same standard and meet all accessible requirements
Fare consistency will be possible

Although there are many benefits for developing a County By-law, there are a few logistics that would
need to be determined.
 Who should be responsible for the ensuring providers meet the initial licensing and vehicle
inspection requirements?
o Grey County, local police or each municipality?
 Who should be responsible for by-law enforcement? What are the penalties for noncompliance?
o Grey County, local police or each municipality?
 How would the licensing fees be determined?
o Would current licensing rates be calculated and averaged to determine the County wide
rate?
 Is there room to increase licensing rates within your municipality?
o To date, four municipalities have a taxi and limousine by-law, and licensing fees have
been set by each municipality.
o Would drivers get to select areas of Grey County they would like to serve, and licensing
fees will be based on zones?
Wellington County recently developed a By-law to Licence, Regulate and Govern Accessible Taxicabs,
Taxicabs, Limousines and Vehicles for Hire and its owners, drivers and operators. Please find the By-law
attached for your reference.
Staff consulted with municipalities that currently have a taxi by-law to receive feedback and input for
the above content. Staff received feedback that municipalities would like Grey County to be responsible
for this process.

Next Steps
Staff are reviewing the responses to the Community Transportation Negotiated RFP and will bring a
report forward for Council’s consideration once that work is complete.
Staff will continue to seek input and collaboration regarding the development of a Vehicle for Hire bylaw. Cohesion and municipal collaboration are important for the success of this project.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None with this report.

Financial and Resource Implications
None with this report.

CAOR-CW-16-19

52

October 10, 2019

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal: Tourism, Communication, Economic Development, Social Services, CAO, Clerk

☒

External: Chatsworth, Georgian Bluffs, Grey Highlands, West Grey, Southgate, Meaford,
Owen Sound, Hanover, The Blue Mountains

Appendices and Attachments
Wellington County By-law
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

October 10, 2019

Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-24-19

Title:

2020 Budget Process and Timetable

Prepared by:

Kevin Weppler, Director of Corporate Services

Reviewed by:
Lower Tier(s) Affected:
Status:

Recommendation
1. That the 2020 budget process and timetable as set out in Report FR-CW-24-19 be
received for information.

Executive Summary




2020 corporate budget overview and background to be presented on November 28, 2019 to
provide information on the 2020 budget and the overall estimated 2020 funding requirements;
2020 budget to be presented at a Committee of the Whole (budget review) meeting on January
28, 2020, for consideration and approval;
2020 budget by-law presented on February 13, 2020 for adoption.

Background and Discussion
Council and staff have historically planned budget timetables for early adoption as a best practice and as
a planning tool to provide an organized and efficient approach for the compilation of the budget.
The 2019 budget presentation was deferred to January 2019 due to the 2018 Municipal Elections
occurring on October 22, 2018 and County Council being sworn in on December 4, 2018.
The County of Grey’s fiscal year does not coincide with federal and provincial fiscal years, which run
from April 1 to March 31. For the 2020 budget there is increased uncertainty with related grants and
subsidies, in particular with what the provincial government has previously announced, and as well what
the provincial government is currently reviewing, including:




The Ontario Community Infrastructure Fund (OCIF)
Public Health
Ontario Works and Employment Services
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Child Care
Housing and Homelessness
Long Term Care
Paramedic Services

The 2020 budget Council presentation is therefore being recommended to be scheduled to occur on
January 28, 2020 in order that the County may have more certainty regarding upper levels of funding
and provide County staff with more time to review and analyze these funding levels and program
changes.
This timeline will also provide the opportunity for the returned assessment roll for the upcoming 2020
year to be finalized and assessment growth to be confirmed.
The proposed 2020 budget timetable establishes a target budget approval date of February 13, 2020
where a by-law to adopt the estimates of revenues and expenditures for 2020 would be presented for
approval.
The timing of future budgets, commencing with the 2021 budget, are intended to return to the
timetable with the budget being presented in December for consideration, however this will need to be
reviewed based on the certainty of program and service delivery changes being confirmed by the upper
levels of government.
Where staff need to move forward with expenditures prior to the annual budget being approved, the
County’s Purchasing Procedures provides staff with the ability to request Council’s consideration of prebudget approval.
Section 10.1 f) of the County’s Purchasing Procedure requires the reporting to Council any acquisition of
goods or services that is not already approved in the current year’s budget, such as items requiring prebudget approval or post-budget amendments, that these must be reported to Council in order to have
the expenditure authorized via resolution.
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2020 Proposed Budget Timetable
Description

Deadline/Date

Finance Department provides staff with 2020 budget assumptions

September 7, 2019

Human Resources Department provides 2020 salary and benefit
assumptions

September 7, 2019

Departments develop 2020 operating and capital budget submissions

September 2019

CAO, Corporate Services Director and Departmental Staff review 2020
budget submissions

October 2019

Senior Management Team reviews 2020 corporate operating and
capital budget submissions

Director of Corporate Services provides Council with 2020 corporate
budget overview and background

November 2019

November 28, 2019

Long Term Care Committee of Management reviews 2019 Long Term
Care budgets for recommendations to Council

December 2019

Finance and Departmental Staff finalize 2020 operating and capital
budget summary and detail documents

December 2019

Committee of the Whole budget review meeting for consideration and
approval

January 28, 2020

2020 budget by-law presented to Council for adoption

February 13, 2020

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Section 289 of the Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, provides for the following in regards to annual
budgets;
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Yearly budgets, upper-tier
(1) An upper-tier municipality shall in each year prepare and adopt a budget including estimates of all
sums required during the year for the purposes of the upper-tier municipality including,
(a) amounts sufficient to pay all debts of the upper-tier municipality falling due within the year;
(b) amounts required to be raised for sinking funds or retirement funds;
(c) amounts in respect of debenture debt of lower-tier municipalities for the payment of which
the upper-tier is liable; and
(d) amounts required by law to be provided by the upper-tier municipality for any of its local
boards, excluding school boards.

Financial and Resource Implications
The annual budget has provided funding for Committee and staff resources for budget
preparation and review purposes.
Delayed approval of the 2020 budget could cause planned projects’ schedules to be condensed
which could potentially result in additional costs.
Provincial funding announcements and program reviews may have an impact on the planned
schedule.

Relevant Consultation
_X__ Internal – Senior Management Team
___

External (list)

Appendices and Attachments
None
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

October 10, 2019

Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-25-2019

Title:

Auditor Appointment

Prepared by:

Kevin Weppler, Director of Corporate Services

Reviewed by:

Mary Lou Spicer and Joanna Alpajaro, Deputy Treasurers

Lower Tier(s) Affected:
Status:

Recommendation
1.

That Report FR-CW-25-19 regarding Auditor Appointment be received;
and

2.

That BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound be appointed auditors for the
County of Grey, in accordance with Section 296 (1) of the Municipal Act;
and

3.

That the necessary by-law to appoint the firm of BDO Canada LLP of
Owen Sound as auditors for the County of Grey for a period of five (5)
years beginning with the 2019 fiscal year, be presented to Council.

Executive Summary




A municipality is required to appoint an auditor licensed under the Public
Accounting Act, 2004
An auditor of a municipality shall not be appointed for a term exceeding five
years
The use of sole or single sourcing with a particular vendor exceeding $25,000
must be reported to Council.
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Background and Discussion
The purpose of this report is to recommend the appointment of BDO Canada LLP of
Owen Sound to act as Auditors for the County of Grey for the 2019 through to 2023
fiscal years.
Section 296 (1) of the Municipal Act requires that a municipality appoint an auditor
licensed under the Public Accounting Act, 2004 who is responsible for:
a) Annually auditing the accounts and transactions of the municipality and its local
boards and expressing an opinion on the financial statements of those bodies
based on the audit; and
b) Performing duties required by the board or local board
In addition, the Act also states that an auditor of a municipality shall not be appointed for
a term exceeding five years.
On August 22, 2019, Council endorsed Report FR-CW-23-19 authorizing staff to enter
into price negotiations with the firm of BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound to award a
single source five-year contract for external audit services for the County of Grey based
on existing terms and conditions of RFP-FIN-03-13.
That upon finalizing pricing negotiations with the firm of BDO Canada LLP of Owen
Sound, that a by-law to appoint the firm of BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound as
auditors for the County of Grey for a period of five (5) years beginning with the 2019
fiscal year and running through and including the audit for the 2023 fiscal year, be
presented to Council for consideration.
BDO Canada LLP was appointed auditor for the fiscal periods of 2013 through to 2018.
The fee for each of those six years was $62,500 per year exclusive of HST.
Staff entered into negotiations with BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound in September.
Based on this negotiation it was acknowledged that the existing terms and conditions
are to be maintained and include the following:
 An audit report on the Financial Statements of the County of Grey;
 Separate audit opinions on the Trust Funds administered by the County of Grey;
 Audit report on the Long Term Care Facility Annual Reports for Grey Gables,
Rockwood Terrace and Lee Manor;
 Two review engagement reports on Schedules of Revenue and Expenses
(Ministry of Education);
 Audit reports for Business Enterprise Centre;
 Preparation of Financial Information Return (FIR);
 Preparation of management letter (if applicable);
FR-CW-25-19
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Preparation of Letter to Council;
Meetings with staff in the planning stage of the audit, execution stage of the audit
and at the conclusion of the audit to discuss the audit, financial statements,
management letter (if applicable) or any other matters as required;
Meeting with Council to discuss the audit, financial statements, letter to Council
and any other matters as required; and
Ongoing communication and questions from staff during the year.

The price negotiated with BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound is that BDO will commit to
maintaining an annual audit fee of $62,500 excluding HST for the audit of the 2019
fiscal year, with a one percent increase annually thereafter.
The fee estimate assumes that:
 County staff will continue to prepare all journal entries, account analysis, and
working papers prior to BDO’s commencement of the audit;
 County staff will continue to prepare account analysis and working papers and
the Annual Information Returns for the Homes for the Aged; and
 County staff will continue to assist BDO in the retrieval of documents necessary
for BDO to conduct the audit.
It was also agreed and understood that if the need arises for BDO to require additional
fees (i.e. audits of specifically designated funding, issues requiring significant research
and investigation, or other BDO consulting services), that BDO would meet with the
Director of Corporate Services to discuss proposed fees for these services prior to the
commencement of the work. These fees would be negotiated on the bases of time
spent and level of expertise of the individuals involved.
It was also understood that if there is a significant increase or decrease in the
operations due to circumstances beyond the County’s control or significant changes in
accounting or auditing standards, that BDO would enter into discussions to discuss
either an increase or decrease in the fees as appropriate to accommodate those
changes experienced.
As a result of the Finance staff’s opinion of the value of the services received from BDO,
and based on the pricing negotiations that have occurred, it is recommended that BDO
Canada LLP of Owen Sound be appointed auditors for the County of Grey. Based on
Council’s approval of this recommendation, that staff prepare a by-law to appoint the
firm of BDO Canada LLP as auditors for the County of Grey for a period of five (5) years
beginning with the 2019 fiscal year and running through and including the audit for the
2023 fiscal year.
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
Section 296 (1) of the Municipal Act requires that a municipality appoint an auditor
licensed under the Public Accounting Act, 2004.

Financial and Resource Implications
The recommendation to appoint BDO Canada LLP will not have an impact on the 2019
budget as the price negotiated with BDO Canada LLP is within the provision that had
been made in the 2019 budget.
The following table illustrates the pricing proposal that has been negotiated with BDO
Canada LLP. BDO is committing to maintain an annual audit fee of $62,500 excluding
HST for the 2019 year with a one percent increase annually thereafter as shown below:

Audit Fee

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

$62,500

$63,125

$63,750

$64,400

$65,000

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal – Finance staff

☒

External – BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound

Appendices and Attachments
None
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

October 10, 2019

Subject / Report No:

Proposed 2019 Provincial Policy Statement / PDR-CW-41-19

Title:

Grey County Comments on Proposed 2019 Provincial Policy
Statement

Prepared by:

Grey County Staff

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Municipalities within Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PDR-CW-41-19 regarding an overview of the proposed changes to the
2019 Provincial Policy Statement be received; and
2. That Report PDR-CW-41-19 be forwarded to the Province of Ontario and confirmed
as the County of Grey’s comments on the proposed regulation changes posted on
the Environmental Registry through posting #019-0279; and
3. That the Report be shared with member municipalities having jurisdiction within
Grey County; and
4. That staff be authorized to proceed with submitting these comments prior to
County Council approval as per Section 25.6(b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.

Executive Summary
The Province recently released a new draft 2019 Provincial Policy Statement. Staff have had
the opportunity to review the draft Provincial Policy Statement, and do not view it as a complete
‘re-write’ but rather an update. Many of the proposed changes are geared towards supporting a
variety of housing options, including promoting further affordable housing. Other changes
include increased guidance on climate change, engagement with indigenous peoples,
settlement area boundaries, growth horizons, and tweaks to existing policies or wording. Staff
are supportive of some of the proposed changes, while there are other changes that staff have
concerns and questions about.

Background and Discussion
PDR-CW-41-19
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On July 22, 2019 the Province released a new draft Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), which
would update the 2014 PPS. Comments on the 2019 PPS are due by October 21, 2019. A copy
of the new PPS can be found here, and is linked to in the Attachments section of this report. For
reference purposes a link to the 2014 PPS has also been provided in the Attachments section.
County staff would commend the Province for allowing for a longer comment period on the new
PPS, versus some of the legislative changes announced earlier in 2019. The Province also
recently hosted some in-person and online consultation sessions which County staff have had
the benefit of participating in, to learn more about the 2019 PPS. Having additional time, as well
as having the benefit of participating in these sessions has been very beneficial in (a)
understanding the changes, and (b) having the time to prepare fulsome comments on the new
PPS.
All planning decisions in Ontario must be consistent with the PPS, including local planning
documents such as official plans and zoning by-laws. Staff have reviewed the draft PPS and do
not perceive it to contain significant changes from the current 2014 version, however there are
some changes which may impact Grey County. Within the 2019 PPS there are policy changes
relating to;
1. affordable housing and housing options,
2. agriculture and aggregates,
3. climate change,
4. engagement with indigenous peoples,
5. fast-tracking development applications,
6. Green Energy Act repeal,
7. growth horizons,
8. land use compatibility,
9. servicing,
10. settlement area boundaries and employment,
11. terminology changes, and
12. what’s missing from the PPS.
Although not directly a part of this consultation the Province has also noted that there will be
additional standalone guidelines coming which help provide implementation guidance for the
PPS.
What follows are some summaries and comments on the proposed 2019 PPS changes, for
each of the above subject areas.

1. Affordable Housing and Housing Options
The proposed changes place more emphasis on ensuring communities across the Province
contain an appropriate mix of housing options to meet the needs of Ontarians. Within the 2019
PPS there’s a broader range of housing referenced including tiny homes, additional residential
units (more commonly referred to as secondary units), life lease housing, community land trusts,
and co-operative housing. The Province has also introduced new terminology around ‘marketbased’ residential types.
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Additional changes require coordination between planning for housing and development, with
the Housing and Homelessness Plans provided by housing service managers such as Grey
County.
The 2019 PPS also requires municipalities to maintain a minimum of 12 years of residential
growth lands, whereas the previous PPS had a 10-year requirement.
Staff Response – In general staff are supportive of the proposed changes, as we recognize the
need for all types of housing across Grey County. Having this detailed support in the PPS is not
radically different than the 2014 PPS, except that there are a broader range of housing types
listed in the new 2019 PPS. The 2014 PPS also required municipalities to plan for a wide-range
of housing.
Coordination between planning and the Housing and Homelessness Plans also makes sense in
principle. However, staff would note that Housing and Homelessness Plans also cover areas
beyond just those controlled by land use planning. While certain elements of planning should
be coordinated with Housing and Homelessness Plans, it should also be clear that there are
other matters which the Housing and Homelessness Plans will need to address outside of land
use planning.
There are a few new terms in the 2019 PPS including references to ‘market-based’ residential
which should be defined terms, in order to properly interpret the policies.
Staff remain cautious in predicting whether the 2019 PPS changes will result in more private
affordable housing being built, but it is certainly supportive of such housing. Further financial
incentives, or government funding (at all levels of government) may be required before
significant investment in affordable housing is realized.
Outside of the PPS review process, the Province should also consider changes to the Ontario
Building Code (OBC) to further enable new or innovative forms of housing such as tiny housing.
The change from 10 to 12 years is supported by staff.

2. Agriculture and Aggregates
The policies protecting prime agricultural lands, and mineral aggregate resources are different in
the new 2019 PPS. For agriculture, there is more emphasis on agricultural systems planning,
as well as numerous references to agricultural impact assessments (AIAs).
With respect to mineral aggregate resources, there are new policies which restrict the use of
‘vertical zoning’ (section 2.5.2.4), and policies which allow for the displacement of environmental
features, provided the rehabilitation plan accounts for such features as part of rehabilitation of
the site (section 2.5.2.2).
Staff Response – Staff are generally supportive of the changes to the agricultural policies, and
the systems planning approach. This generally aligns with the policy approach in the County’s
new official plan, Recolour Grey. Staff would however request clarification as to whether this will
require all municipalities to undertake Land Evaluation, Area Review (LEAR) studies to ‘re-map’
our agricultural systems. If this is the case, staff would request assistance from the Province in
undertaking this study, similar to what was done in the Greater Golden Horseshoe area. The
Province may also wish to consider developing guidelines on the identification of specialty crop
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areas, as in the past the Province has noted that such areas are generally not covered by a
traditional LEAR study. Staff would also request further guidance on AIAs, as we’ve yet to see
a finalized guideline on this yet, although we are aware that the Province has been working on
such guidelines.
With respect to the changes on mineral aggregates, staff have no concern with the restrictions
on vertical zoning, as that’s been the advice Provincial staff have been giving for several years
now. As a result, municipalities in Grey have not been utilizing vertical zoning.
Within the new PPS there is a policy which states;
“Outside of the Greenbelt Area, extraction may be considered in the natural heritage
features listed in section 2.1.5, 2.1.6 and 2.1.7, provided that the long-term rehabilitation
can demonstrate no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological
functions.”
Portions of this policy are implementing a practice that was already in a provincial guideline
known as the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM). The NHRM allowed for the removal
of a significant woodland, provided the rehabilitation plan considered tree planting once the pit
or quarry ceased operations. Staff believe there are certain circumstances where this may be
appropriate, e.g. if a young pine plantation was removed and ultimately replaced by another
plantation once the pit/quarry has been extracted. That said, staff do not believe this is
appropriate in all cases, or for the range of features and species the Province is now permitting
(e.g. for endangered species, fish habitat, etc.). Staff recommend that this policy be refined to
limit the instances where it can be used.

3. Climate Change
The 2019 PPS includes wording in several sections which require planning authorities to
prepare for the ‘impacts of a changing climate’. Section 3.0, Protecting Public Health and
Safety, of the 2019 PPS contains a caveat that the policies relating to natural hazard are subject
to on-going review by the Province’s Special Advisor on flooding.
Staff Response – Staff are generally supportive of the proposed changes in this regard. Staff
would recommend broadening the definition for ‘impacts of a changing climate’, to include more
than just weather-related impacts.
Staff also believe that there should be more language in the PPS which speaks to the
prevention of matters which will exacerbate climate change, rather than just the adaptation to
climate change impacts.
Staff would also request that municipalities and conservation authorities be consulted on the ongoing review by the Province’s Special Advisor on flooding, prior to finalizing any new policies or
directions moving forward.

4. Engagement with Indigenous Peoples
The new PPS places increased emphasis on engagement with indigenous peoples and
communities. Whereas the former used wording such as ‘encouraged to coordinate planning
matters’, the new PPS uses terminology such as ‘shall engage with’. Identifying, protecting, and
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managing cultural heritage and archaeological resources also require engagement with
indigenous communities.
Staff Response – Staff are supportive of this new wording in principle. Staff would note that
Grey County currently circulates all our planning applications to local First Nations and Metis
peoples. It would however be useful for the Province to clarify a few matters with respect to
engagement and the ‘duty to consult’. On past projects, County staff have heard mixed
messages from local indigenous groups, noting that ‘circulation and asking for comments does
not equate to consultation and does not satisfy the duty to consult, which rests with the crown’.
Furthermore, staff have heard that First Nations and Metis peoples are not always able to
comply with some of the statutory timeframes established in the Planning Act. In many
instances the County has received timely comments from local indigenous peoples. However,
in some cases, local indigenous peoples have also asked for compensation to help them review
a planning application from a technical perspective. Currently the County does not budget to
pay for such external technical reviews on private development applications. In some of these
cases, proponents have chosen to pay for these reviews, and in other cases proponents have
refused to pay. This timely engagement will become even more crucial with (a) the reduced
application processing timeframes under Bill 108, and (b) if municipalities are expected to fasttrack applications as per section 5 of this report. Staff would recommend the Province work with
indigenous peoples and communities to determine (a) their capacity to participate in planning
matters, (b) whether or not additional funding is required (and if so where is that funding coming
from), and (c) what constitutes engagement (i.e. is it Planning Act style notice circulations and
requests for comments, or does it mean something different for indigenous peoples) and
whether that differs from the duty to consult which rests with the crown.

5. Fast-Tracking Development Applications
The 2019 PPS contains the following provisions in section 4.7;
“Planning authorities shall take action to support increased housing supply and facilitate
a timely and streamlined process for local development by:
a) identifying and fast-tracking priority applications which support housing and jobrelated growth and development; and
b) reducing the time needed to process residential and priority applications to the extent
practical.”
Staff Response – Staff are supportive in principle of the above-noted provisions; however, staff
have concerns that this may not be feasible and it may lead to expectations that cannot be met.
Based on the recent changes in application processing times through Bill 108, where in some
cases processing times were cut almost in half, municipalities will be struggling to process
applications in that timeframe. If one couples this with the notion that certain applications now
need to be ‘fast-tracked’, it may be impossible to meet those timeframes. Staff are cognizant
that we do not want to build expectations that applications can be processed more quickly, and
then fail to meet those deadlines.
Staff also have concerns that based on the above-wording it could be very tough to determine
which applications would be candidates for fast-tracking (i.e. housing and job-growth would
cover most of our applications). Furthermore, when would it be determined on whether to fast-
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track (i.e. presumably developers would want to be able to build that certainty into their
proformas). Presumably municipal councils would develop criteria for when an application is
eligible, but would a developer be given the ‘okay’ at the pre-submission consultation stage that
they qualify for fast-tracking or does that not come until the application is submitted. Staff also
question what the consequences of agreeing to fast-track, and then not being able to do so
would be.
County staff would also recommend that if the Province is requiring municipalities to fast-track
certain applications, that there also be a commitment from Provincial ministries to fast-track their
comments and approvals related to said applications.
With respect to fast-tracking the provision of affordable housing, and the provision of
appropriate servicing/infrastructure, the biggest impediment to municipalities is funding. If there
was further stable Provincial funding for infrastructure and affordable housing, it would make (a)
the provision of these services much more feasible, and (b) the likelihood of being able to fasttrack approvals more realistic.

6. Green Energy Act Repeal
With the Province’s repeal of the Green Energy Act, there have been some proposed
amendments to the PPS. The proposed changes remove the term ‘electricity generation
facilities and transmission and distribution systems’ from a number of sections of the PPS. It is
also clarified that ‘ground-mounted solar facilities’ are now included as an ‘on-farm diversified
use’, which means they could be considered in prime agricultural areas, subject to being limited
in area.
Staff Response – The proposed changes generally stem from the Province’s repeal of the
Green Energy Act, which now gives municipalities more autonomy over renewable energy
approvals. While staff appreciate the added direction here, we would also request the Province
consider providing further direction on other types of renewable energy generators such as wind
turbines, bio-mass facilities, etc.

7. Growth Horizons
The 2014 PPS capped municipalities ability to plan for and designate land to a maximum
timeframe of 20 years, save and except for infrastructure projects. The new 2019 PPS
proposes to extend this timeframe to 25 years, while still allowing longer timeframes for
infrastructure projects.
Within the 2019 PPS there are also references to forthcoming guidelines which provides
guidance on population/employment projections and allocations.
Staff Response – Staff are supportive of this change and provides more flexibility to
municipalities to think longer term and plan accordingly. This may require municipalities to
adjust their official plans, to consider a 25-year time horizon in the growth projections and land
allocation needs. However, staff believe that this is not a pressing requirement for most
municipalities and could instead be done at the time of the next official plan review.
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Staff are very supportive of the Province issuing guidelines on population/employment
projections and allocations. When the Province develops such guidelines municipalities should
be consulted and given the opportunity to provide input.

8. Land Use Compatibility
Section 1.2.6 of the PPS, dealing with land use compatibility, has been expanded, as well as
changing the definition of ‘major facilities’ to now include manufacturing uses.

Section 1.3.2.3 has also been updated to note that;
“Within employment areas planned for industrial and manufacturing uses,
planning authorities shall prohibit residential and institutional uses that are not
ancillary to the primary employment uses in order to maintain land use
compatibility.”
Staff Response – Staff are supportive in general of the proposed changes. Staff would
question what a ‘residential use ancillary to an industrial use’ would be? If this is meant to be a
factory which also has temporary sleeping quarters in it (e.g. for an evening security guard),
then staff see no concern. However, if it’s meant to allow for more live-work opportunities, then
staff generally do not view these as compatible in industrial parks.
Staff would also note that one of the key tools utilized by municipalities regarding compatibility
and guiding separation distances is the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
(MECP) D-Series Guidelines. For a few years now, provincial staff have noted that the D-Series
Guidelines are under review, and that updated guidelines will be coming soon. County staff are
still awaiting these updated guidelines and would ask that the Province prioritize their
completion.

9. Servicing
There have been some significant changes to the servicing provisions at section 1.6 of the PPS.
The 2019 PPS still places priority on development on full municipal water and sewer services,
but it also contains further guidance on;
(i) when individual well and septic systems are appropriate,
(ii) when municipalities need to review their servicing capabilities in non-serviced
settlement areas, and
(iii) when partial services can be utilized.
Provincial staff have noted that the above changes should give more flexibility to rural
communities and rural settlement areas in accommodating their growth needs.
The Province is also now requiring that stormwater management planning be integrated with
planning for sewage and water services.
Staff Response – Staff have no concerns with requiring the integration of stormwater
management planning with water and sewer services.
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With respect to items (i) – (iii) above staff do have some concerns. Although the Province may
perceive the above changes as providing additional flexibility, staff require additional clarification
before being able to concur with this conclusion. All development in Grey County is currently
required to meet the PPS servicing hierarchy whereby development on full municipal services is
prioritized. That said, Grey does have a number of Secondary Settlement Areas which are
serviced by wells, septic systems, and in some cases partial services. While these Secondary
Settlement Areas are not major growth nodes within the County, they do represent important
growth opportunities for our rural settlement areas.
The wording for item (i) found at 1.6.6.4 of the 2019 PPS is not too different from the wording in
the current PPS. However, the second half of this section, which corresponds to item (ii) above
contains the following wording;
“At the time of the official plan review or update, planning authorities should assess the
long-term impacts of individual on-site sewage services and individual on-site water
services on the environmental health and the character of rural settlement areas. Where
planning is conducted by an upper-tier municipality, the upper-tier municipality should
work with lower-tier municipalities at the time of the official plan review or update to
assess the long-term impacts of individual on-site sewage services and individual on-site
water services on the environmental health and the desired character of rural settlement
areas and the feasibility of other forms of servicing set out in policies 1.6.6.2 and
1.6.6.3.”
In principle staff see merit in the above provisions, and it makes sense to do so at the time of an
official plan review. However, staff would seek more guidance on what level of assessment the
Province is seeking here. For example, is it simply a ‘desk-top’ study which looks at the amount
of existing development, with the amount of projected development within the coming growth
horizon to see if the installation of water and sewer services is feasible? Or is it a more involved
study that may get into detailed hydrogeological study and a nitrate assessment? Are said
assessments to be conducted at the time of a lower-tier official plan review, upper-tier official
plan review or both (the policy wording notes collaboration between upper and lower tiers)? In
many cases staff see very little feasibility for Secondary Settlement Areas to be serviced by
municipal services, i.e. the amount of current growth coupled with the growth potential would
never warrant the financial investment for full municipal services. For these smaller Secondary
Settlement Areas, a desktop study should suffice in this regard. In other cases, we may have a
few Secondary Settlement Areas that are approaching the threshold for full municipal services,
and perhaps for those settlement areas more detailed study is required. This type of study may
be more appropriately done at the lower-tier level, with consultation from the upper-tier, based
on municipalities being the owners and operators of water and waste water treatment facilities.
With respect to item (iii), the first half of the partial services provisions are identical to the current
PPS provisions, but the second half reads as follows;
“Where partial services have been provided to address failed services in accordance
with subsection (a), infilling on existing lots of record in rural areas in municipalities may
be permitted where this would represent a logical and financially viable connection to the
existing partial service and provided that site conditions are suitable for the long-term
provision of such services with no negative impacts. In accordance with subsection (a),
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the extension of partial services into rural areas is only permitted to address failed
individual on-site sewage and individual on-site water services for existing development.”
Staff have concerns with the above for a few reasons. First, it can be very difficult to track
whether partial services were installed to address failed systems. For example, if water
services were installed in a community in the 1980’s, how is a planner in 2019 to know whether
or not those water services were installed to address failed systems?
Second, in those instances where services were installed to address failed services, it would
seem quite restrictive to then only allow development on existing lots of record. Where
municipalities have land within designated settlement areas, on partial services, it would appear
overly restrictive to not allow any new lot creation where (a) the development is within the
reserve servicing capacity of the service being provided, and (b) where site conditions are
suitable for the long-term provision of such services with no negative impacts.
Third, staff would note that the definition for ‘rural areas’ in the PPS also contains rural
settlement areas, which means that smaller towns, villages, or hamlets could be constrained by
this policy. Perhaps it was not the intent of this policy to also constrain rural settlement areas,
and if that was the case it should be clarified in this policy.
There are also changes within the servicing section which replace the phrase ‘where municipal
sewage and municipal water services are not provided’ with the new phrase ‘where municipal
sewage and municipal water services are not available, planned or feasible’. Staff require
further clarification on what the intent of this policy change is, and whether the term ‘planned’
should be removed here.
Staff recommend that the Province reconsider some of these servicing policies after further
consultation with rural municipalities.

10.

Settlement Area Boundaries and Employment

Under the current 2014 PPS when a settlement area seeks to expand, or when a municipality is
seeking to re-designate employment lands (e.g. industrial or business park lands) to nonemployment uses (e.g. residential), then a comprehensive review is required. A comprehensive
review is a defined study within the PPS. Within the 2019 PPS the Province has added some
flexibility to allow for some settlement area adjustments where a comprehensive review is not
required. For example, instances when a municipality is adding lands to a settlement area, but
also removing other lands for a ‘no net change’ in developable land, this can now be done
without a comprehensive review. The Province has also included some provisions for a
simplified employment lands review, where the lands are not provincially or regionally
significant.

Section 1.3.1(c) of the PPS also contains a new provision which states that planning
authorities shall promote economic development and competitiveness by;
“facilitating the conditions for economic investment by identifying strategic sites
for investment, monitoring the availability and suitability of employment sites,
including market-ready sites, and seeking to address potential barriers to
investment.”
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Staff Response – Staff generally have no concerns with the changes to the comprehensive
review provisions and appreciate the flexibility these new provisions permit. Staff would
recommend that the Province consider a similar simplified process for an employment lands
review, where there is no net change in developable land, that they have for settlement area
boundary adjustments. For example, when a municipality is removing 10 hectares of
employment land from the south end of town but adding 10 hectares of employment land to the
north end of town within the current designated growth area, there should be no need for a
comprehensive review.
With respect to the newly revised section 1.1.3.9 of the PPS, dealing with ‘abbreviated
comprehensive reviews for settlement area boundary adjustments’, it speaks to “the settlement
area to which lands would be added is appropriately serviced and there is reserve infrastructure
capacity to service the lands.” Staff question whether this would preclude privately serviced
settlement areas from such boundary adjustments? Staff would also recommend a wording
change here to replace the words ‘is appropriately serviced’ to ‘can be appropriately serviced’ to
recognize the fact that lands outside of settlement areas are unlikely to be municipally serviced
prior to being added to the settlement area.
Staff would also recommend that the Province consider adding wording to the PPS that is
similar to the recent changes made to the Growth Plan. Under this new wording there would be
some ability to add lands to a settlement area, up to 40 hectares, without the need for a full
comprehensive review prior to the addition of these lands.
With respect to policy 1.3.1(c) County staff understand the intent of this policy, but do not
understand the practical application as it pertains to official plans, zoning by-laws, or the
activities of planning departments. Staff would suggest that this is an activity already
undertaken by most economic development departments across Ontario. Certainly, planning
and economic development staff will work closely with one another to ensure that lands are
‘shovel-ready’ for investment, to the extent feasible. However, staff are unaware of exactly what
this new requirement means with respect to formally ‘identifying strategic sites for investment’.

11.

Terminology Changes

There are a number of instances in the 2019 PPS where the Province is introducing new
terminology (e.g. ‘market-based’ as noted above), and others where wording changes are being
proposed (e.g. there are a number of instances where the word ‘shall’ is being replaced by the
word ‘should’).
Staff Response – Staff would request that new terms which impact interpretation, such as
market-based, be defined in the PPS for ease of understanding.
Where the Province is switching from ‘shall’ to ‘should’, County staff have interpreted this to be
a less stringent test i.e. ‘should’ will not be as mandatory as ‘shall’. If this is indeed the correct
interpretation of the Province’s changes in this regard, then staff would note that there are many
uses where ‘shall’ should remain as ‘shall’ rather than switching to ‘should’ (e.g. policy 1.1.3.6).

12.

What’s Missing from the PPS

Currently in both the 2014 and proposed 2019 versions of the PPS, the Province is generally
divided into settlement areas, rural/agricultural areas, and natural heritage features. While this
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is appropriate for large parts of the Province, County staff also see merit in adding a fourth
category for recreational areas and/or recreational settlement areas. Grey County has several
areas around the ski hills, Beaver Valley, Georgian Bay, and our inland lakes that have a unique
function which is not the same as a traditional settlement area with residential, industrial,
commercial and institutional uses. These areas also do not function like traditional
agricultural/rural areas, i.e. they are not necessarily farming areas. Instead they are areas with
major recreational amenities and some residential or commercial development, which may or
may not be on full municipal services. There are several other counties and regions that would
have similarly functioning areas. Under the current PPS municipalities are forced to categorize
such areas as settlement areas or rural/agricultural areas for the purposes of interpreting the
PPS. Staff have at times referred to some of these areas as recreational settlement areas but
noting that the ‘recreational’ denotation means that some uses traditionally associated with
settlement areas will not be found there (i.e. we are unlikely to see industry to institutional uses
in an inland lake community). Staff believe that there can be a new policy framework in these
areas which is distinct from traditional settlement areas and rural/agricultural areas which would
benefit the PPS.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Once the new PPS is passed, all County planning decisions and our County Official Plan will be
required to be consistent with the new PPS. Some of the 2019 PPS changes are welcomed by
the County, however there are changes that cause concern, or are difficult to interpret at this
stage.

Financial and Resource Implications
At this stage there are no immediate financial or resource implications to these regulations, as
the full details of its implementation are not known. Some of the proposed changes will create
more uncertainty to municipalities, however the introduction of further implementation guides
should aid in interpretation in this regard. Should new requirements such as fast-tracking, or the
need to complete a LEAR study, be placed on municipalities there could be financial or resource
implications. Similarly, a new PPS will most likely require county and municipal official plan
updates, which would have financial and resource implications.
Staff will continue to monitor proposed 2019 Provincial Policy Statement and keep County
Council aware of any changes.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning, Housing, Economic Development
☒ External: Member Municipalities within Grey (to be circulated following Committee of the
Whole)

Appendices and Attachments
Draft 2019 Provincial Policy Statement
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2014 Provincial Policy Statement
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

October 10, 2019

Subject / Report No:

Addendum to PDR-CW-37-18

Title:

Lora Bay Phase 4 Final Report

Prepared by:

Randy Scherzer

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected: Town of The Blue Mountains
Status:

Recommendation
1.

That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-37-18 be received; and

2.

That all written and oral submissions received on plan of subdivision
42T-2018-10 known as Lora Bay Phase 4 were considered; the effect of
which helped to make an informed recommendation and decision; and

3.

That in consideration of the draft plan of subdivision application 42T2018-10, for lands described as Block 1 and Part of Block 2, RP 16M-8,
in the Town of The Blue Mountains, the Grey County Committee of the
Whole approves this plan of subdivision to create a total of thirty-eight
residential lots (Lots 1 to 38) and a future multi-residential block (Block
39), subject to the conditions set out in the Notice of Decision.

Executive Summary
The County has received a plan of subdivision application (County file number 42T2018-10) to facilitate the construction of 38 single detached residential units (Lots 1 to
38) and a future development block for multi-residential units (Block 39). Block 39
would be developed through a future site plan and condominium application. Access to
the lots would be via two public roads, one would be an extension of West Ridge Drive
and the second road would be a crescent shown as Street A on the proposed plan.
Servicing to the proposed subdivision will be via municipal water and sewer services,
which will be allocated at the draft approval phase. Based on agency review and
comments received regarding the proposed plan of subdivision, it is recommended that
the proposed plan of subdivision be given draft approval subject to the conditions set
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out in the attached Notice of Decision.

Background and Discussion
The County has received a plan of subdivision application, known as Lora Bay Phase 4
to create 38 single detached residential units and a future multi-residential development
block (Block 39). The proposal would be to develop Block 39 via a future condominium
application and site plan application. The lots would gain access via 2 public roads, the
first road being an extension of West Ridge Drive and the second road would be a
crescent shown as Street A on the proposed plan.
The proposed subdivision is located on Block 1 and part of Block 2, Plan 16M-8 in the
Town of The Blue Mountains. These blocks are part of an overall master planned
development known as Lora Bay and this proposed subdivision would represent the
fourth phase of this master planned development. The subject lands are currently
vacant, with the majority of the block being covered by trees. Map 1 below shows the
subject lands and surrounding area, while Map 2 shows the proposed plan of
subdivision.

Map 1: Airphoto of Subject Lands
Lands to the north of subject lands are part of the Golf Club at Lora Bay. Further north
is a previous phase of the overall Lora Bay development known as Cottages at Lora
Bay. Lands to the east include part of the golf course, as well as Phase 2 and 3 of the
Cottages of Lora Bay. Lands directly south include golf course lands as well as vacant
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lands for future phases of the overall Lora Bay development. Lands to the west also
include the golf course lands.

Map 2: Proposed Plan of Subdivision
The proposed development also requires an amendment to the Town of The Blue
Mountains Zoning By-law and an application has been submitted to the Town. The
zoning by-law amendment will be considered by the Town at a later date.
Pre-submission consultation between the proponent, the Town of The Blue Mountains,
the Grey Sauble Conservation Authority, and the County identified the submission
requirements for the proposed plan of subdivision. Additional information was required
following the agency review and public meeting which also resulted in minor revisions to
the proposed plan. Copies of all background reports and plans can be found at this link.
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Public and Agency Comments Received
There were members of the public that made written submissions, and oral submissions
at the public meeting on January 14, 2019 in the Town of The Blue Mountains. The
minutes from the public meeting can be found at this link.
The following people made comments on the plan of subdivision application either in
writing or at the public meeting:












Tony Poole, Lora Bay Condo Corporation 79
Georgian Cycle and Ski Trail Association
Patti Piett
Kevin Green
David Miller
Suzette Hastiehouse
Lyn Logan
Peg Torrance
Stu Atkins
John White
Paula Hope

The comments received in writing or at the Public Meeting have been summarized into
the table below along with a response on how those comments have been considered
and addressed.
How Comments have been
considered/addressed?
An updated Master Concept Plan will be
required for future development phases.
There are no proposed road crossings
across the Georgian Trail associated with
Phase 4. This will be considered for any
future phases.
A draft plan condition has been included
that requires that the 39th Sideroad be
utilized for construction access. Details
of construction access will be addressed
in the Subdivision Agreement between
the Town and the Developer.
A functional servicing report has been
submitted and based on review by both
the Town and GSCA, they are confident
that the existing drainage issues will not
be exacerbated by Phase 4. A condition
has been included requiring that a

Comments Raised
On-going development should be in
accordance to a Master Plan.
Road crossings for the Georgian Trail will
be generally discouraged

Concerns about construction traffic and
recommend that all construction traffic
use 39th Sideroad. Barriers should be
installed to prevent construction traffic
through existing neighbourhood until
major activity is completed.
Concerns about drainage/stormwater
issues and ensuring that this
development does not exacerbate ongoing drainage issues in the area.
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detailed stormwater
management/drainage report will be
submitted to ensure that the stormwater
is handled appropriately. The Town is
also conducting a sub-regional
stormwater review to examine stormwater
management within the entire Lora Bay
plan area.
Short-term accommodations should not
The proposed zoning by-law amendment
be permitted within the proposed
will include restrictions on short-term
residential units.
accommodation uses.
Concerned about loss of trees.
An Environmental Impact Study and an
Recommended that a 10 metre buffer be addendum to that report were submitted
maintained along the entire golf course
with the applications. These have been
perimeter.
reviewed by the GSCA and they generally
have no objections subject to
recommended conditions of draft
approval including that a tree retention
and management plan be completed to
determine the feasibility of maintaining as
many existing trees on the lands as
possible. This condition has been
included.
A public trail linkage should be provided
This will be considered as part of the
through the multi-residential block. Need future site plan application for the multimore pedestrian access points in Lora
residential block. The Town has indicated
Bay including sidewalks.
that sidewalks will be provided in
accordance with the urban cross section
for roads in the municipal engineering
standards.
Recommended a public meeting for the
This falls under the Town’s discretion and
site plan review of the multi-residential
at this time Town staff have
block.
recommended that a public meeting not
be considered as there are sufficient
controls through zoning and Community
Design Guidelines.
Questions regarding the application of
The Town and the County do not enforce
Lora Bay restrictive covenants to the
private restrictive covenants. If there are
multi-residential block as it relates to
restrictive covenants applied to the land,
architectural design guidelines.
then any developers will need to consider
those for future developments. The
Town’s Community Design Guidelines will
ensure that the development is
compatible.
Recommended that West Ridge Drive be The Town has indicated that municipal
assumed by the Town in a timely manner assumption of the roads will occur once
(suggested that this shouldn’t exceed two all works have been completed to the
years). Recommended that the municipal satisfaction of the Town. The municipal
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road to 39th Sideroad be constructed now. road extension to 39th Sideroad will be
considered as part of Phase 5 in
accordance with the Master Development
Agreement and once the final road
network has been determined for Phase
5.
Recommend that golf course equipment
This matter is not related to this proposed
stop using West Ridge Drive to access
development and relates to the general
maintenance department to reduce dirt on operation of the private golf course. Any
the roadways.
concerns with the operation of the golf
course should be directed to the operator
of the golf course.
Additional amenity space should be
A total of 3.48 hectares of open space
considered within Lora Bay.
dedications remain outstanding for the
Lora Bay Area.
Neighborhood/Community Park Blocks
will be acquired in future phases in the
development.
Development needs to be compatible with The proposed development is consistent
existing development. Concerns that the with the Master Development Agreement.
proposed density is too high.
The future site plan for multi-unit block
will be designed to maintain compatibility
with zoning and community design
guidelines. The proposed multiresidential block is considered to be
medium density housing and is permitted
by the Town’s Official Plan.
Concerned about increase in traffic and
Road improvements are not required for
parking.
Phase 4 as per the Master Development
Agreement and the Traffic Opinion Letter
submitted with the development proposal.
A further comprehensive review of traffic
will be completed for future phases.
Adequate parking spaces will be provided
for the single detached units. Parking for
the multi-residential units will be
addressed as part of the site plan
process.
Agency comments were as follows:



Historic Saugeen Metis (HSM): In an email dated October 26, 2018, the HSM
noted that they have no objection or opposition to the proposed development.
Canada Post: In a letter dated October 26, 2018, Canada Post noted that the
development will be serviced via a central community mailbox. Draft plan
conditions have been included to address this matter.
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Grey Sauble Conservation Authority (GSCA): In letters dated March 4, 2019
and July 4, 2019, GSCA initially identified some questions with the proposed
development. Additional information was provided by the Applicant and based
on a review of that information, GSCA recommended that conditions be included
requiring that a detailed stormwater management plan be prepared to the
satisfaction of GSCA and that a tree/vegetation retention and enhancement plan
be completed for the site to the satisfaction of the GSCA. The recommended
draft plan conditions have been included.
Ministry of Transportation Ontario (MTO): In comments dated December 13,
2018, MTO indicates that they have no concerns with the proposed Phase 4.
MTO notes that the subject lands are outside of the MTO permit control area
(jurisdiction).
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS): In comments dated January
7, 2019, MTCS notes that the Stage 1 and 2 Archaeological Assessment reports
have been entered into the public registry.
Town of The Blue Mountains: A staff report was presented to Town of The Blue
Mountains Committee of the Whole and was endorsed by Council on September
9, 2019. The Town Staff report recommended that the Town Council support the
proposed subdivision application and recommended some draft plan conditions.
The Town’s recommended conditions have been included in the attached draft
Notice of Decision.

Analysis of Planning Issues
When rendering a land use planning decision, planning authorities must have regard to
matters of Provincial Interest under the Planning Act, be consistent with the Provincial
Policy Statement (PPS) 2014, and conform to any Provincial Plans or Municipal Official
Plans that govern the subject lands. In this case, the County of Grey Official Plan and
the Town of The Blue Mountains Official Plan have jurisdiction over the subject
property. There are no Provincial Plans in place for this part of the Town.

Provincial Policy and Legislation
Both the Planning Act and the PPS speak to the efficient use of land within settlement
areas, where services are readily available. The proposed plan of subdivision is within
a settlement area that is serviced by municipal water and sewer services. The PPS
indicates that the preferred form of servicing for settlement areas is full municipal
services. Municipal water and wastewater treatment capacity is currently available for
the proposed units.
The supply of an adequate range of residential housing types is required in both
Provincial documents. In this case, the proposed plan of subdivision is providing single
detached units and future multi-residential units.
Addendum to PDR-CW-37-18

7

80

Date: October 10, 2019

The protection of significant environmental features is also required through the
legislation and policy. An Environmental Impact Study and Addendum report were
submitted in support of the proposed development. Grey Sauble Conservation
Authority (GSCA) have reviewed the reports and recommended conditions of draft
approval which have been incorporated into the recommended conditions. Town and
County staff will consult with GSCA in order to ensure these conditions have been
satisfied prior to final approval being issued.
Section 51(24) of the Planning Act also provides criteria which must be considered
when assessing any new plan of subdivision. These criteria (in italics), along with staff
analysis are as follows:
(a) the effect of development of the proposed subdivision on matters of provincial
interest as referred to in section 2;
The matters of provincial interest have been analyzed earlier on in this section.
(b) whether the proposed subdivision is premature or in the public interest;
Services can be provided to this subdivision, including future road connections. The
lands have also been designated for growth in both the County and Town Official
Plan. Furthermore, there is a demand for additional residential units in the Town.
As such, the proposed plan of subdivision would not appear to be premature, and is
in the public interest.
(c) whether the plan conforms to the official plan and adjacent plans of subdivision, if
any;
The proposed development conforms to both the Town and County Official Plans.
This is the 4th Phase of a master planned development and this phase is in
accordance with the Master Development Agreement. Future phases of the
development will additional studies and reports and further review. Conditions have
been included to ensure that the proposed development will be compatible with the
existing developments and to ensure that this phase will not add to any existing
drainage issues in the area.
(d) the suitability of the land for the purposes for which it is to be subdivided;
(d.1) if any affordable housing units are being proposed, the suitability of the
proposed units for affordable housing;
Based on the background reports and technical studies, the subject lands appear
suitable for residential development. It is not known if any of the proposed units will
be ‘affordable’.
(e) the number, width, location and proposed grades and elevations of highways,
and the adequacy of them, and the highways linking the highways in the
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proposed subdivision with the established highway system in the vicinity and the
adequacy of them;
This item has been reviewed by the proponent, Town staff and County staff. Staff
are satisfied that improvements to existing roads and intersections are not required
for Phase 4. A comprehensive review of traffic will be completed for future phases
of development.
(f) the dimensions and shapes of the proposed lots;
Based on the shape of the existing parcel of land, and surrounding parcels of land,
there are some abnormally shaped lots and blocks in this development. However,
through the technical review, and the recommended draft conditions, staff are
satisfied that the lands can be appropriately developed as proposed.
(g) the restrictions or proposed restrictions, if any, on the land proposed to be
subdivided or the buildings and structures proposed to be erected on it and the
restrictions, if any, on adjoining land;
County staff are not aware of any restrictions or proposed restrictions on the subject
lands which would prevent the proposed development. The proposed development
is consistent with the Master Development Agreement.
(h) conservation of natural resources and flood control;
GSCA staff have provided recommended conditions of draft plan approval to
address the natural resources on the subject lands. In terms of flood control, a
detailed stormwater management plan is required to the satisfaction of the Town in
consultation with GSCA. One of the revisions made to the proposed plan was to
include an additional drainage block (Block 41) that was requested by the Town for
stormwater management purpose.
(i) the adequacy of utilities and municipal services;
This item is reviewed in other sections of this report. The proposed lands can be
adequately serviced.
(j) the adequacy of school sites;
The two school boards were circulated on this application and did not raise any
concerns.
(k) the area of land, if any, within the proposed subdivision that, exclusive of
highways, is to be conveyed or dedicated for public purposes;
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As noted above, 3.48 hectares of open space dedications remains outstanding for
the Lora Bay Area in accordance with the Master Development Agreement.
Neighbourhood/Community Park Blocks will be sought in future phases of the Lora
Bay development.
(l) the extent to which the plan’s design optimizes the available supply, means of
supplying, efficient use and conservation of energy; and
In accordance with the Town and County Official Plans, the lands are proposed to
be developed at an efficient density, which is also compatible with neighbouring land
uses. The lands will connect to the existing road network and services in an efficient
manner.
(m)the interrelationship between the design of the proposed plan of subdivision and
site plan control matters relating to any development on the land, if the land is
also located within a site plan control area designated under subsection 41 (2) of
this Act or subsection 114 (2) of the City of Toronto Act, 2006.
The proposed single detached lots do not require the utilization of site plan control.
The multi-residential block will require site plan approval prior to construction within
this Block.
The subject plan of subdivision application, with the attached conditions of draft
approval, would have regard for matters of Provincial Interest and the criteria of section
51(24) of the Planning Act.

County Official Plan
The proposed plan of subdivision is on lands designated as ‘Recreational Resort Area’
in the County Official Plan. Recreational Resort Areas are identified as a settlement
area and permits development of this nature.
An Environmental Impact Study and Addendum Report were submitted. GSCA has
reviewed the studies and has recommended conditions of draft approval which have
been incorporated into the recommended conditions.
Section 8.9.1 of the County Plan provides a similar servicing hierarchy to that found in
the PPS, which has been noted above. Elsewhere in Section 8.9 of the Plan, are
policies which govern roads, transportation, and stormwater management all of which
have been addressed as noted above.
It should be noted that the Applicant has requested that the initial draft approval period
be for 5 years as they anticipate that they will require this time in order to finalize the
development. The Town has supported the initial 5 year draft approval period and
County staff have no concerns with this.
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Town of The Blue Mountains Official Plan
The Town’s Official Plan contains many similar policies to that of the County Official
Plan. The Town’s Official Plan designates the subject lands as Residential Recreation
Area (RRA) which contemplates development of this nature. In Town Staff Report
PDS.19.95, Town Staff indicate that the proposed development conforms to the Town’s
Official Plan. County staff agrees with this conclusion.
With the attached recommended draft plan conditions, County staff are of the opinion
that the proposed development:
1.
2.
3.
4.

has regard for matters of Provincial interest under the Planning Act;
is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement;
conforms to the County of Grey Official Plan; and
conforms to the Town of The Blue Mountains Official Plan.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The application was processed in accordance with the Planning Act.

Financial and Resource Implications
There are no anticipated financial, staffing or legal considerations associated with the
proposed subdivision, beyond those normally encountered in processing a subdivision
application. The County has collected the requisite fee and peer review deposit for this
application.

Relevant Consultation
☐

Internal: Planning, Transportation Services

☐
External: The Public, Town of The Blue Mountains, Grey Sauble Conservation
Authority, and other required agencies under the Planning Act.

Appendices and Attachments
Draft Notice of Decision (conditions of draft approval) – attached
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Applicant: Lora Bay Corporation
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Blocks 1, 29 and 30, RP 16M-8
Date of Decision:
Last Date of Appeal:

File No.: 42T-2018-10

Date of Notice:

NOTICE OF DECISION
On Application for Approval of Draft Plan of Subdivision
under Subsection 51(37) of the Planning Act
Draft Plan Approval, is hereby given by the County of Grey for the application regarding the
above noted lands. A copy of the Decision is attached.
PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE FILE
All written and oral submissions received on the application were considered; the effect of which
helped to make an informed recommendation and decision.
WHEN AND HOW TO FILE A NOTICE OF APPEAL
Notice to appeal the decision to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal must be filed with the
County of Grey no later than 20 days from the date of this notice, as shown above.
The notice of appeal should be sent to the attention of the Director of Planning and Development
of the County, at the address shown below and it must,
(1)
set out the reasons for the appeal,
(2)
be accompanied by the fee required by the Tribunal as prescribed under the Local
Planning Appeal Tribunal Act, and
(3)
Include the completed appeal forms from the Tribunal’s website.
WHO CAN FILE A NOTICE OF APPEAL
Only individuals, corporations or public bodies may appeal decisions in respect of a proposed
plan of subdivision to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal. A notice of appeal may not be filed
by an unincorporated association or group. However, a notice of appeal may be filed in the
name of an individual who is a member of the association or group on its behalf.
No person* or public body shall be added as a party to the hearing of the appeal of the decision
of the approval authority, including the lapsing provisions of the conditions, unless the person
or public body, before the decision of the approval authority, made oral submissions at a public
meeting or written submissions to the council, or made a written request to be notified of
changes to the conditions or, in the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal’s opinion, there are
reasonable grounds to add the person or public body as a party. *Please note that recent
changes have been made to the Planning Act which limits who can appeal a decision related
to a plan of subdivision. Please refer to the Planning Act or contact LPAT for more information.
RIGHT OF APPLICANT OR PUBLIC BODY TO APPEAL CONDITIONS
The following may, at any time before the approval of the final plan of subdivision, appeal any
of the conditions imposed by the approval authority to the Tribunal by filing a notice of appeal
with the approval authority: the applicant; any public body that, before the approval authority
made its decision, made oral submissions at a public meeting or written submissions to the
approval authority; the Minister; or the municipality in which the subject land is located.
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Applicant: Lora Bay Corporation
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Blocks 1, 29 and 30, RP 16M-8
Date of Decision:
Last Date of Appeal:

File No.: 42T-2018-10

Date of Notice:

HOW TO RECEIVE NOTICE OF CHANGED CONDITIONS
The conditions of an approval of draft plan of subdivision may be changed at any time before
the final approval is given.
You will be entitled to receive notice of any changes to the conditions of the approval of draft
plan of subdivision if you have made a written request to be notified of changes to the conditions.
GETTING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Additional information about the application is available for public inspection during regular
office hours in the Planning & Development Office at the address noted below or by calling 519376-2205 or 1-800-567-GREY.
ADDRESS FOR NOTICE OF APPEAL
County of Grey
595-9th Avenue East
OWEN SOUND, Ontario N4K 3E3
Attention: Mr. Randy Scherzer, MCIP RPP
Director of Planning & Development
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Date: October 10, 2019

Applicant: Lora Bay Corporation
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Blocks 1, 29 and 30, RP 16M-8
Date of Decision:
Last Date of Appeal:

File No.: 42T-2018-10

Date of Notice:

Plan of Subdivision File No. 42T-2018-10 has been granted draft approval. The
County’s conditions of final approval for registration of this draft plan of subdivision are
as follows:
General Requirements
1. That the final plan shall conform to the Draft Plan of Subdivision File No. 42T2018- 10 prepared by Zubek, Emo, Patten & Thompson Ltd., Ontario Land
Surveyors, dated August 13, 2019 showing:
i)

The extension of West Ridge Drive and Street ‘A’;

ii)

38 Single Detached Lots;

iii)

One (1) future multi-residential development block (Block 39) up to
a maximum of thirty-six (36) units; and

iv)

Two (2) Open Space Blocks (Block 40 and 41).

The legal description of the subject lands is Part of Lot 21, Concession 2, being
Part of Blocks 1, 29, 30 Registered Plan 16M-8, Town of the Blue Mountains,
County of Grey.
2. That the Owner shall enter into and execute a Subdivision Agreement, in
accordance with the Master Development Agreement and Minutes of Settlement,
as amended, with the Town of The Blue Mountains (“The Town”), prior to final
approval and registration of the Plan to satisfy these conditions and all financial,
legal, and engineering matters, including landscaping and the installation of
municipal services, and other requirements of the Town and the County of Grey
(“the County”), as well as any statutory requirements of other government
authorities, including the payment of all applicable Town and County development
charges in accordance with the applicable Development Charges By-law.
3. The Owner shall not commence any work on the Lands, including filling, grading,
removing trees and/or top soil, installing any works or constructing any buildings
or structures until it has entered into a Pre-Servicing Agreement and/or
Subdivision Agreement with the Town, in a form satisfactory to the Town.
4. The Owner shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement that all of the works
required by the Town, the County, other government authorities and utility
providers for the development and servicing of the lands shall be designed and
installed in accordance with the Town’s Engineering Standards, and Provincial &
Federal Guidelines & Standards, in effect at the date of execution of the
Subdivision Agreement. Where compliance with Town Engineering Standards
Addendum to PDR-CW-37-18
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Applicant: Lora Bay Corporation
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Blocks 1, 29 and 30, RP 16M-8
Date of Decision:
Last Date of Appeal:

File No.: 42T-2018-10

Date of Notice:

necessitates off- site works, (i.e. stormwater management system upgrades,
localized water storage for the multi-residential block) the owner shall enter into
agreements with the Town to implement the requisite off-site works, to the
satisfaction of the Town.
5. Prior to final approval and registration, the Zoning By-law implementing the
subject plan shall be approved under Section 34 and 36 of the Planning Act.
The implementing Zoning shall include:
a) A Holding (-h) provision on some or all of the lands (as applicable)
which may only be lifted upon:
i. Registration of an executed Site Plan Agreement on title of
the lands for the multi-residential block (Block 39 on Draft
Plan);
6. Prior to final approval and registration, the Owner shall remove any
existing buildings/structures from the site.
7. The internal public streets shall be named to the satisfaction of the Town
in accordance with the Town of The Blue Mountains Street Naming
Policy.
8. Prior to final approval and registration, the Owner shall include the following
clause in the Subdivision Agreement:
“The Owner, Town and County acknowledge that pursuant to Section 4.1.c of
the Master Development Agreement dated October 17, 2005, concepts for the
future proposed phases of development will be a requirement of a Subdivision
Pre- Consultation Application for future phases pursuant to Section
51(1)(16.1)(a) of the Planning Act. This will include an updated overall Concept
Plan for the remaining lands that have been designated for development.”
Servicing, Grading and Road Requirements
9. Prior to preparation of a Subdivision Agreement by the Town, the Applicant
shall submit the following to the satisfaction of the Town and the County, in
consultation with the Grey Sauble Conservation Authority (the “GSCA”),:
a) A detailed engineering and drainage report, in accordance with the Master
Development Agreement, and any subsequent reports or studies, which
describes the stormwater drainage system for the proposed development
on the subject lands. The report should include:
i. Plans illustrating how the drainage system will integrate into
Addendum to PDR-CW-37-18
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Applicant: Lora Bay Corporation
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Blocks 1, 29 and 30, RP 16M-8
Date of Decision:
Last Date of Appeal:

File No.: 42T-2018-10

Date of Notice:

the drainage of surrounding properties;
ii. The stormwater management techniques which may be required
to control minor and major flows;
iii.

How external flows will be accommodated and the design
capacity of the receiving system;

iv. Location and description of all outlets and other facilities which
may require permits;
v. Proposed methods for controlling or minimizing erosion
and siltation on-site and/or in downstream areas during and
after construction;
vi. Overall grading plans for the subject lands;
vii. Stormwater overland flow routes shall be kept within
roads, approved walkways, or an approved easement
only.
viii.

Confirmation that the treatment and conveyance approaches
and facilities will have no negative effect on drainage issues
within the Lora Bay area

It is recommended that the Owner or their consultant shall contact the
Town and the GSCA, prior to preparing the above report to clarify the
specific requirements of this development.
b) A detailed Servicing Plan providing for municipal sewers and water to
the satisfaction of the Town.
10. Prior to final approval and registration, the Owner shall agree in the
Subdivision Agreement, in wording acceptable to the Town in consultation
with the GSCA;
a) To carry out, or cause to be carried out, all the works referred to in
condition 10(a) above; and
b) To comply with all statutory requirements of the GSCA, as amended
from time to time.
11. Prior to final approval and registration, the Owner shall submit a detailed soils
investigation of the site prepared by a qualified geotechnical engineer, to the
satisfaction of the Town. A copy of this report shall also be submitted to the
Town’s Chief Building Official;
12. The Owner shall convey all road allowances, road widenings, daylighting,
pathways, and municipal 0.3m reserves as identified on the final plan.
Addendum to PDR-CW-37-18
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Applicant: Lora Bay Corporation
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Blocks 1, 29 and 30, RP 16M-8
Date of Decision:
Last Date of Appeal:

File No.: 42T-2018-10

Date of Notice:

13. The Owner shall agree to convey the stormwater management blocks, identified
as Block 40 and Block 41 on the Draft Plan, to the Town.
14. Prior to final approval and registration, arrangements shall be made to the
satisfaction of the Town for any relocation of utilities required by the development
of the subject lands, to be undertaken at the Owner’s expense.
15. That this draft approval represents the allocation by the Town of water and
wastewater treatment capacity for 38 residential units and up to a maximum of 36
multi-residential units within Block 39.
16. That the Owner shall maintain satisfactory construction/emergency access to
the lands from the 39th Sideroad, according to plans approved by the Town.
Any necessary improvements required to implement the approved plans shall
be completed prior to the issuance of any building permits on the subject
lands. The secondary access is to be maintained year-round by the Owner for
construction and emergency purposes to the lands until such a time that future
phases are developed.
Landscaping, Trees, Fencing, and Streetscape Requirements
17. Prior to entering into a Pre-Servicing Agreement or Subdivision Agreement by
the Town, the Owner shall complete the following to the satisfaction of the
Town in consultation with the GSCA:
a) A Landscape Analysis & detailed Landscape Plan, in accordance with
the Municipal Official Plan and Town’s Community Design Guidelines;
and
b) A Tree Preservation Plan and Tree Restoration Plan in accordance with
the recommendations of the approved Environmental Impact Statement
and the Master Development Agreement.
Parkland and Open Space Requirements
18. That prior to final plan approval and registration, the Owner shall include
the following clause in the Subdivision Agreement:
“The Owner and the Town acknowledge that pursuant to Section 2c of Schedule
“H” of the Master Development Agreement dated October 17, 2005, the
outstanding parkland requirement for this development subsequent to Phase 2 is
3.48ha. The Owner and the Town acknowledge that this parkland dedication will
not be implemented upon registration of Phase 4. Upon registration of phases of
the development subsequent to Phase 4, the Owner will satisfy the outstanding
Addendum to PDR-CW-37-18
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Location: Part of Blocks 1, 29 and 30, RP 16M-8
Date of Decision:
Last Date of Appeal:

File No.: 42T-2018-10

Date of Notice:

parkland requirement of 3.48ha by the dedication to the Town of a block or blocks
in a location satisfactory to the Town, or, if the Town determines that it will not
require the dedication of land, then by the payment of cash-in-lieu of parkland.”
Utilities and Canada Post
19. The Owner shall grant all necessary easements for drainage, utility and
servicing purposes, as may be required, to the appropriate agency or public
authority.
20. The Owner shall make satisfactory arrangements with Canada Post and the
Town, for the installation of Canada Post Community Mailboxes and shall
indicate these locations on the appropriate servicing plans. The applicant shall
further provide the following for the Community Mailboxes:
a) An appropriately sized sidewalk section (concrete pad), per Canada
Post standards, to place the mailbox on, plus any required vehicle laybys, walkway access and/or curb depressions for wheelchair access.
b) A suitable temporary Community Mailbox location which may be utilized
by Canada Post until the curbs, sidewalks and final grading have been
completed at the permanent Community Mailbox Site locations to enable
Canada Post to provide mail service to new residences as soon as
homes are occupied.
Administration
21. The Owner shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement to include the following
statements in all offers of purchase and sale for all lots and blocks within the
plan:
a) That an easement for a public trail from Street ‘A’ to Golf Course will
be provided on Block 39
b) That Block 40 and Block 41 will be developed for stormwater
management purposes and shall be left in a naturalized state.
c) That Short Term Accommodation uses shall not be permitted within
any portion of the Phase 4 lands.
d) An appropriately worded warning clause for all lots within the plan
advising Purchasers of their lot’s proximity to the adjacent golf course
and to the potential adverse impacts that might arise from the use,
operation and maintenance of said golf course.
22. Prior to final approval and registration, the Subdivision Agreement shall include
special provisions addressing the following matters in wording acceptable to
Addendum to PDR-CW-37-18
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Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Blocks 1, 29 and 30, RP 16M-8
Date of Decision:
Last Date of Appeal:

File No.: 42T-2018-10

Date of Notice:

the Town:
a) That the Owner shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement that the
Recommendations and Mitigation measures identified in Section 6 of
the Environmental Impact Statement Update (EIS), Lora Bay
Development, Phase 4, dated August 17, 2018 prepared by Hensel
Design Group, along with the EIS Addendums dated June 11, 2019
and June 26, 2019, be implemented to the satisfaction of the Town in
consultation with the Grey Sauble Conservation Authority.
b) That the Owner shall provide a financial contribution to the design and
installation of water distribution system upgrade works, (water booster
pumping station upgrades and/or construction of a water storage
reservoir), in accordance with the Master Development Agreement and
to the satisfaction of the Town.
c) That the Owner shall agree, prior to offering any of the residential lots for
purchase, to place a ‘Display Map’ on the wall of the sales office and/or
model home in a place visible to the public and prospective purchasers,
which indicates the approved location of all sidewalks, walkways, trails,
community mail boxes, parks, schools, open space areas, environmental
protection areas/tree preservation areas, watercourses, and surrounding
land uses. The Owner shall also agree to keep Accepted for Construction
drawings in the sales office which show easements, hydrants, utilities,
lighting, lot grading, landscaping, and noise attenuation measures, as
applicable.
d) That the Owner shall agree that all vacant lots shall be rough graded
such that best efforts are taken to ensure there is no standing water and
maintained in general conformance with the approved comprehensive
grading plan. Efforts will be made to maintain the existing tree cover
where applicable until such time as building envelopes have been
established. The Owner shall further agree in the Subdivision Agreement
to topsoil and seed any rough graded area not proceeding to construction
in a timely manner, to the satisfaction of the Town.
e) That the Owner shall agree to engage a qualified engineer and that the
Owner’s Engineer certify that their reports conform with applicable standards
to the satisfaction of the Town of The Blue Mountains and that the Engineer
provides certification that the final constructed works conform to the
approved design.
f)

That the Owner shall agree to engage a qualified engineer to prepare an AsBuilt drainage and grading plan for the Phase 4 lands to verify major and
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minor drainage routes and drainage outlets within the development. The AsBuilt drainage and grading plan shall also include the linkages to existing
stormwater systems for previous phases of development.
g) The Owner shall agree that any temporary stormwater management,
construction mitigation, sediment and erosion control measures be approved
by the Town and in place prior to site alteration with the exception of site
alteration to install such measures.
h) That the Owner shall agree to obtain any required statutory permits from the
County of Grey, Town of The Blue Mountains, the Grey Sauble Conservation
Authority, or any other applicable authority, prior to any site alteration.
i)

The Owner shall agree that the development of the Phase 4 lands shall
proceed in one phase, with the exception of Block 39 which shall proceed
through approval of a future site plan application and potentially a future plan
of condominium/condominium exemption. Should development proceed in
sub-phases, the Owner shall agree that an amendment to this agreement
and the submission of a phasing plan will be required, to the satisfaction of
the County and the Town.

j)

The Owner shall agree to the following:
i) Should previously unknown or unassessed deeply buried
archaeological resources be uncovered during development,
such resources may be a new archaeological site and therefore
subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The
proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources
must cease alteration of the site immediately and engage a
licensed archaeologist to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in
compliance with sec. 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act;
ii)

That anyone working on the subject lands who uncovers a
burial site containing human remains shall cease fieldwork or
construction activities and immediately report the discovery to
the police or coroner in accordance with the Funeral, Burial
and Cremation Services Act.

23. Prior to the signing of the final plan by the County of Grey, the County is to
be advised that all Draft Plan conditions have been carried out to the
Town’s satisfaction.
24. If final approval is not given to this plan within five (5) years of the draft approval
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date, and no extensions have been granted, draft approval shall lapse under
Subsection 51(32) of the Planning Act, RSO 1990, as amended. If the owner
wishes to request an extension to draft approval, a written explanation along with
the applicable application fee and a resolution from the local municipality must be
received.
25. That the Owner shall provide the Town of The Blue Mountains with digital copies
of the Final Plan in a format acceptable to the Town of The Blue Mountains
NOTES TO DRAFT APPROVAL
1.

It is the applicant's responsibility to fulfil the conditions of draft approval and
to ensure that the required clearance letters are forwarded by the
appropriate agencies to the County of Grey, quoting the County file number.

2.

An electrical distribution line operating at below 50,000 volts might be located
within the area affected by this development or abutting this development.
Section 186 - Proximity - of the Regulations for Construction Projects in the
Occupational Health and Safety Act, requires that no object be brought closer
than 3 metres (10 feet) to the energized conductor. It is proponent’s
responsibility to be aware, and to make all personnel on site aware, that all
equipment and personnel must come no closer than the distance specified in
the Act. They should also be aware that the electrical conductors can raise
and lower without warning, depending on the electrical demand placed on the
line. Warning signs should be posted on the wood poles supporting the
conductors stating “DANGER - Overhead Electrical Wires” in all locations
where personnel and construction vehicles might come in close proximity to
the conductors.

3.

Clearances or consultations are required from the following agencies, as well
as the appropriate agency or authority providing utilities or services:
Town of The Blue Mountains
P.O. Box 310, 32 Mill Street
Thornbury, ON, N0H 2P0

Grey Sauble Conservation Authority
237897 Inglis Falls Road, RR 4
Owen Sound, ON N4K 5N6

Canada Post
Corporation 300
Wellington Street
London, ON, N6B 3P2
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4.

With respect to any draft plan conditions requiring clearance or consultation
with conservation authorities, for any conditions relating to natural hazards
a clearance letter will be required prior to issuing final approval as this falls
under the mandate of the conservation authorities. For any matters that are
related to natural heritage, this falls under the mandate of the local
municipality and the County. The local municipality and the County rely on
the services of conservation authorities for natural heritage review and
therefore the local municipality and the County will consult with the
conservation authority to determine if they are satisfied that those
conditions have been addressed. The conditions will clearly note which
conditions require clearance from the conservation authority and which
requires clearance from the local municipality/County in consultation with
the conservation authority. In cases where the local municipality or the
County (in consultation with the conservation authority) are not satisfied
that conditions related to natural heritage matters have been addressed to
their satisfaction then a peer review may be required at the expense of the
Owner.

5.

We suggest you make yourself aware of the following subsections of the
Land Titles Act:
a) subsection 144(1) requires all new plans to be registered in a Land
Titles system if the land is situated in a land titles division; and
b) subsection 144(2) allows certain exceptions.
The subdivision plan for Registration must be in conformity with the
applicable Ontario Regulation under The Registry Act.

6.

Inauguration or extension of a piped water supply, a sewage system or a
storm drainage system, is subject to the approval of the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change under the Ontario Water Resources Act,
RSO 1990, as amended.

7.

All measurements in subdivision final plans must be presented in metric units.

8.

The final plan approved by the County must be registered within thirty (30)
days or the County may withdraw its approval under subsection 51(32) of the
Planning Act RSO 1990, as amended.

9.

The required Landscape Analysis shall evaluate existing site vegetation
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and incorporate it into the Landscape Plan, wherever feasible.
10.

The required Tree Preservation Plan shall identify any wooded areas or
individual trees which are intended to be retained, and those which are to
be removed.
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